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SAN LUIS (CALIFORNIA) [IRRIGATION DEVELOPMENT 


FRIDAY, MAY 11, 1956 


Untrep States SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON IRRIGATION AND RECLAMATION OF THE 
ComMitrer ON [INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10 a. m., in room 224, 
Senate Office Building, Senator Clinton P. Anderson, New Mexico, 
chairman of the subcommittee, presiding. 

Present: Senators Clinton P. Anderson, New Mexico; Arthur V. 
Watkins, Utah; and Thomas H. Kuchel, California. 

Senator ANperson. I think in view of the rather large group of 
witnesses we had better get underway. 

Governor, will you take the stand right here in the red-hot seat. 

The hearing today relates to San Luis irrigation development on 
the west side of the San Joaquin Valley of California. Approxi- 
mately 400,000 acres are included in the project. 

Before this subcommittee today the only proposed legislation relates 
to the San Luis features of S. 178, introduced in January 1955, by 
Senators Kuchel and Knowland. This bill includes the Trinity River 
development, which was authorized at the last session of the Congress 
and has become Public Law 386. The absence of a report on the San 
Luis unit necessitated deferment of consideration of that development. 

(S. 178 follows :) 


[S. 178, 84th Cong., 1st sess. ] 


A BILL To authorize the Secretary of the Interior to construct, operate, and maintain 
as additions to the Central Valley project, California, the Trinity River division and the 
San Luis unit of the West San Joaquin division 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That, for the principal purpose of increasing 
the supply of water available for irrigation and other beneficial uses in the 
Central Valley of California, the Secretary of the Interior, acting pursuant to the 
Federal reclamation laws (Act of June 17, 1902; 32 Stat. 388, and Acts amenda- 
tory thereof or supplementary thereto), is authorized to construct, operate, and 
maintain, as additions to and as integral parts of the Central Valley project, Cali- 
fornia, the Trinity River division and the San Luis unit of the West San Joaquin 
division. The Trinity River division shall consist of a major storage reservoir 
on the Trinity River with a capacity of two million five hundred thousand acre- 
feet, a conveyance system consisting of tunnels, dams, and appurtenant works 
to transport Trinity River water to the Sacramento River and provide, by means 
of storage as necessary, such control and conservation of Clear Creek flows as the 
Secretary determines proper to carry out the purposes of this Act, hydroelectric 
powerplants with a total generating capacity of approximately two hundred and 
thirty-three thousand kilowatts, and such electric transmission facilities as may 
be required to deliver the output of said powerplants to other facilities of the 
Central Valley project and to furnish energy in Trinity County. The works au- 
thorized to be constructed shall also include a conduit or canal extending from 
the most practicable point on the Sacramento River near Redding in an easterly 
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direction to intersect with Cow Creek, with such pumping plants, regulatory 
reservoirs, and other appurtenant works as may be necessary to bring about 
maximum beneficial use of project water supplies in the area. The San Luis 
unit, West San Joaquin division, shall consist of a dam and reservoir on San 
Luis Creek with a capacity of one million acre-feet, a canal with a maximum 
capacity of six thousand eight hundred cubic feet per second leading from the 
reservoir for conveying water approximately one hundred miles south, a pump 
canal and pumping plant for delivering water from the existing Delta-Mendota 
Canal to the San Luis Reservoir and to the San Luis Canal and such other 
conduits, pumps, balancing reservoirs, detention basins, wasteways, and related 
works, including electric transmission facilities required to deliver energy 
to the pumping plants from the existing Central Valley project switchyard at 
Tracy, as may be necessary for serving the area and for operational control. 
Any of the San Luis unit works which are properly situated shall be available 
to serve other units of the West San Joaquin division, the construction of which 
may be hereafter authorized by the Congress. 

Sree. 2. Subject to the provisions of this Act, the operation of the Trinity River 
Division and the San Luis unit shall be integrated and coordinated, from both 
a financial and an operational standpoint, with the operation of other features of 
the Central Valley project as presently authorized and as may in the future 
be authorized by Act of Congress, in such manner as will effectuate the fullest, 
most beneficial and most economic utilization of the water resources hereby made 
available: Provided, That the Secretary is authorized and directed to adopt, 
with respect to the Trinity River Division, appropriate measures to insure the 
preservation and propagation of fish and wildlife, including, but not limited to, 
the maintenance of the flow of the Trinity River below the diversion point at not 
less than one hundred and fifty cubic feet per second for the months July through 
November and the flow of Clear Creek below the diversion point at not less 
than fifteen cubic feet per second unless the Secretary and the California Fish 
and Game Commission determine and agree that lesser flows would be adequate 
for maintenance of fish life and propagation thereof; the Secretary shall also 
allocate to the preservation and propogation of fish and wildlife, as provided in 
the Act of August 14, 1946 (60 Stat. 1080), an appropriate share of the costs of 
constructing the Trinity River development and of operating and maintaining 
the same, such costs to be nonreimbursable. 

Sec, 3. Contracts for the sale and delivery of the additional electric energy 
available from the Central Valley project power system as a result of the con- 
struction of the plants herein authorized and their integration with that system 
shall be made in accordance with preferences expressed in the Federal reclama- 
tion laws: Provided, That a first preference, to the extent of 25 per centum of 
such additional energy, shall be given, under reclamation law, to preference cus- 
tomers in Trinity County, California, for use in that county, who are ready, able, 
and willing, within twelve months after notice of availability by the Secretary, 
to enter into contracts for the energy: Provided further, That Trinity County 
preference customers may exercise their option on the same date in each suc- 
cessive fifty vear providing written notice of their intention to use the entrgy is 
given to the Secretary not less than six months prior to said date. 

Sec. 4. The Secretary is authorized to make payments, from construction 
appropriations, to Trinity County, California, of such substantial additional costs 
of government as are incurred by it during the period of actual construction of 
the development and as are found by the Secretary to be properly attributable to 
and occasioned by said construction and to constitute an undue burden upon 
the county, including but not limited to (1) police, hospital, and welfare facili- 
es, (2) the repair, maintenance, and replacement of existing roads, and (3) the 
establishment of new roads, meeting standards adopted by the American Associa- 
tion of State Highway Officials, which give access to the areas and communities 
adjacent to the project and reservoir sites, which roads shall include, though 
not be limited to, those giving the shortest practicable route from Weaverville 
to Lewiston, Weaverville to the vicinity of Trinity Center and from the vicinity 
of Trinity Center to Tower House. Construction of said roads shall proceed and 
be completed expeditiously consistent with the construction and completion of 
said project. The Secretary is authorized to make such payments in advance 
based on the reasonable anticipated additional costs of county government, but 
the total payments over the construction period shall not exceed the total actual 
additional costs as heretofore provided. The Secretary is further authorized and 
directed to pay to Trinity County annually an in-lieu tax payment out of the 
appropriations during construction and from the gross revenues of the project 
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during operation an amount equal to the annual tax rate of the county applied 
to the vilue of the real property and improvements taken for project purposes in 
Trinity County, said value being determined as of the date such property and im- 
provements are taken off the tax rolls. Payments to the public school districts 
in the project area affected by construction activities shall be made pursuant 
to existing law. 

Sec. 5. There is hereby authorized to be appropriated, for construction of the 
Trinity River division and the San Luis unit $455,000,000, plus or minus such 
amounts, if any, as may be justified by reason of ordinary fluctuations in con- 
struction costs as indicated by engineering cost indexes applicable to the type 
of construction involved herein, and, in addition thereto, such sums as may be 
required to carry out the provisions of section 4 of this Act and to operate and 
maintain the said developments. 

Senator Anperson. Today’s hearing is at the request of Senator 
Kuchel, a member of the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 
The report of the Deparcment of the Interior and the comments of the 
State of California on the San Luis unit are not yet available. We 
hope to have a good deal of that here today. 

The subcommittee does not have the countercomments of the De- 
partment of the Interior or the Bureau of Reclamation on the State’s 
presentation. Neither are the comments of the Bureau of the Budget 
available. 

The subcommittee is aware, of course, of the divergent views with 
respect to the manner in which the San Luis unit should be developed, 
particularly with respect to financing. These views, we hope, will be 
unfolded as the hearings proceed by the presentation of factual mate- 
rial that will guide the Senate in the consideration of any legislation 
that might be proposed. 

The subcommittee is honored by having as its first witness the dis- 
tinguished chief executive of the State of California, the Honorable 
Goodwin J. Knight. We will then hear from the able and distin- 
guished minority leader, Senator William F. Knowland, and take up 
other witnesses in an order that will first get the physical cost and 
economic factors for the record. 

The House committee also has a hearing on the San Luis project in 
progress today, and we are attempting to accommodate witnesses who 
may be called before both committees. 


STATEMENT OF HON. GOODWIN J. KNIGHT, GOVERNOR OF THE 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA 





Governor Knieut. Mr. Chairman 

Senator Anperson. Governor Knight, it is a pleasure to have you 
here. You have appeared before this committee several times, and 
we are always happy to have you here. 

Governor Rian May I proceed now, Senator ? 

Senator Anperson. Surely. 

Governor Knicut. Thank you. 

As Governor of California, I am pleased to appear before you today 
to urge the immediate authorization of construction of the San Luis 
unit as a Federal development in order to meet the urgent water needs 
of a portion of the west side of the San Joaquin Valley in California. 

In coming before you I wish to do two things: First, to tell you 
how much we in California appreciate the serious consideration this 
committee has always given to the water problems of California. Our 
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State has been able to meet the demands of its rapidly expanding popu- 
lation largely because of the continuing interest of this committee. 
Second, I wish to urge you to continue to give your sympathetic atten- 
tion to our water problems. 

The critical water problems of the irrigators, domestic users, and 
municipalities in the service area of the San Luis unit mirrors a situa- 
tion that is statewide. The only solution lies in intelligent coopera- 
tion between the Federal Government, the State, and local interests. 

A few weeks ago I sent to your chairman and other Members of the 
Congress copies of a report recently completed by the California State 
Water Resources Board which summarizes the problems we face in the 
field of water-resource development. This report sets forth our pro- 
gram of water development known as the California water plan, under 
which we propose to provide works for the conservation and control 
of water resources vital for the continued growth and development of 
the State. 

The California water plan, as presently conceived, will meet the 
anticipated water requirements for all present and future beneficial 
uses in all areas of the State, so far as practical. Substantial benefits 
will accrue to the people of California and to the Nation by reason of 
the flood control provided, by the hydroelectric power produced, by 
salinity repulsion, by enhancement of the fish and wildlife resources 
and recreational facilities, and by other incidental values as well as 
through the water conserved. 

Assuredly the California water plan represents a bold and ambitious 
program, but it is no more than the realities of California’s present 
situation demand if we are to continue to grow and prosper. 

As far reaching and comprehensive as the State’s plans are, it 
will be virtually impossible from a financial standpoint for the State 
to develop its water resources alone. We look to the Federal Gov- 
ernment for continued assistance and cooperation to help us provide 
adequate water supplies for our ever-expanding population. It is for 
this reason that I have come to Washington to appear before your 
committee. 

I sincerely believe that Federal construction of the San Luis unit 
in such a way that it can be integrated with the State’s plan, is an 
example of the highest type of F ederal and State cooperation in solv- 
ing California’s water problem. 

Development of California’s water supplies is a task too great for 
any one agency. Supplying water for municipal, industrial, and agri- 
cultural needs at a price the consumer can pay, will require ‘the active 
cooperation of the Federal Government, the State, and local districts; 
as well as public and private industry. It can be done no other way. 

I should like now, if I may, to give a very brief review of Califor- 
nia’s water problems. 

The report of the California State Water Resources Board, to which 
I have already referred, discusses the causes underlying the urgent 
need for water development in our State. One aspect of those prob- 
lems was called to the attention of the Nation in newspaper head- 
lines of last Christmas, which described the drastic floods that inun- 
dated so many rural and urban areas. Several Members of Congress 

came to ¢ ‘alifor nia and observed the flood-stricken areas last January. 
I might say at this point that Folsom Dam paid for itself in the first 
year of its operation by holding back water which would otherwise 
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have done severe damage in the capital city of Sacramento during 
those floods. Shasta Dam saved all of upper northern California from 
flood damage as did Friant Dam for the San Joaquin Valley. Pine 
Flat did much to protect the Fresno area from serious damage. 

The control of floods, however, is but one of several important ele- 
ments in the complex water problems facing our State. 

Our most serious problems stem from the tremendous growth of 
population, industry, and agriculture that began at the end of World 
War II and which are continuing unabated. You are all well aware 
of this expansion in the West. Our most conservative forecasts indi- 
cate we must plan on an increase in population to an estimated 40 
million people under conditions of complete development. 

There are 400,000 people coming into the State each year and not 
one of them is bringing 1 gallon of water with him; yet each expects a 
share in the economy of this State, including his share of the water 
necessary for the existence of that economy. To supply these 400,000 
people with food alone requires the expansion of agriculture by 50,000 
acres each year. With the development of our highway system and 
the expansion of urban development, we are replacing another 50,000 
acres per year and taking it away from agriculture. California does 
not feed itself. It needs to import food “for its population, and we 

can ill afford to fall behind 100,000 acres a year without immediate 
pl: inning to provide projects to irrigate additional farmland. 

With our increase in population, the demand for water for indus- 
tries based on local resources will grow apace. The total use of water 
for all urban and related uses will be several times that of the present 
when final development of the California water plan is reached. 

At the present time water consumption for irrigation in California 
is approximately 90 percent of the total beneficial use. Complete 
development will mean more than doubling the water requirements for 
irrigation alone. 

There are two factors which bear importantly on California water 
supplies. One of these relates to geographic maldistribution and the 
other to the time of availability of water. 

As has been brought to your attention many times before. Cali- 
fornia’s major w ater resources are in the northern part of the State, 
while the great agricultural areas and more than half of the popula 
tion are in the central and southern areas where water supplies are 
madequate. 

There is plenty of water to go around. With full practicable devel- 
opment, sufficient water can be exported from the northern areas of 
sufficiency to the areas of need, with sufficient supplies reserved for the 
areas of origin, to supply all of the ultimate requirements for water 
throughout the State. The challenge is to utilize it in such a mannet 
to meet all needs. 

The second aspect of the problems relates to the fact that the Cali- 
fornia streamflow follows the precipitation which occurs in the winter 
and early spring months, while the summers are dry. This seasonal 
runoff, coupled with periodic drouths makes large storage reservoirs 
vitally necessary. 

A further factor is the alarming depletion of underground water 
Fae ant We are currently overdrawing our water bank account in 

California by about 5 million acre-feet per season and, considering 
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our forecast of growth, this shortage in water supply development 
could amount to more than 10 million acre-feet each season by 1965. 

Gentlemen, these facts make it increasingly apparent that the con- 
tinued growth and prosperity of California is dependent upon prompt 
and substantial efforts by the responsible local, State, and Federal 
agencies to find solutions to our water problems. 

All the problems we face in California in connection with water- 
resource development have been cataloged. Knowing what they are, 
we have evolved a plan to solve them and call this the California 
water plan. 

The initial unit of our California water plan is the Feather River 
project. It has been authorized for construction by the State by the 
California Legislature. The service area includes the area in the 
Sacramento Valley along the Feather River, lands in the west and 
south sides of San Joaquin Valley, areas in Alameda, Contra Costa, 
Santa Clara, and San Benito Counties, and of course southern Cali- 
fornia. Appropriations of money to implement the early construc- 
tion of this great project as the initial feature of the California water 
plan are contained in our budget for 1956-57, which has been approved 
by our legislature and signed by me. 

Federal-State cooperation: The Federal and State Governments 
have cooperated in a remarkable degree in California’s water develop- 
ment during the past 20 years. Our State engineers have done tre- 
mendous things in outlining and presenting our water problems and 
their solution. The State has planned many water developments and 
acquired rights-of-way for Federal water-control structures. In turn, 
the Federal Government, through authorizations and appropriations 
of the Congress, has expended large sums in flood and reclamation 
projects in all of California. I do not believe there is any finer ex- 
ample anywhere of long-term cooperation between the two levels of 
government. 

There is a further opportunity for Federal-State cooperation in 
bringing about urgent water development to meet present and future 
needs for flood control and water conservation. It is to this future 
program that I now desire to address you. 

San Luis Unit project: One of the finest areas of agricultural land 
in California, and one which can contribute very substantially to the 
future economy of our growing State, lies in the service area of the 
San Luis unit, as proposed by the Federal Bureau of Reclamation. 

This service area lies principally in Western Fresno County. It 
includes small portions of Kings and Merced Counties. The same 

roposal has been made by California’s Division of Water Resources. 

ngineers of the State and Federal Government are in agreement 
on the essential elements of a desirable plan for increasing the water 
supplies in this area. 

The San Luis unit project includes a reservoir and a canal system 
designed to provide the 500,000 acres of land in this area with a des- 
perately needed water supply. At present the irrigated farm pro- 
duction on those lands is entirely dependent upon water pumped from 
deep wells. Many of these swf are 2,000 feet in depth and involve 
actual water lifts from 400 to 600 feet. The underground water table 
is dropping at the alarming rate of 25 feet per year. Wells and 
equipment require an exorbitant investment, frequently running from 
$60,000 to $70,000 for each installation. The average life of a well 
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ranges between 5 and 10 years. Without a reasonably priced supple- 
mental water supply, the San Luis unit service area cannot continue 
to maintain its present production. 

The tragedy in this situation is the fact that each winter large 
volumes of water are wasted through the Sacramento-San Joaquin 
Delta and into San Francisco Bay and thus to the Pacific Ocean. 

The San Luis unit project would store seme of this surplus winter 
water and, using existing facilities of the Central Valley project, 
would allow transportation of 1 million acre-feet yearly from the 
delta to the San Luis Reservoir. 

Many details are yet to be worked out, but the primary features 
are agreed upon by the competent engineers of the State and Federal 
Government. I do not believe that minor details should be allowed 
to obstruct the opportunity for continued cooperation in solving the 
problems of this area. 

The existing features of the Central Valley project, which would 
be utilized in rescuing this otherwise wasted water, would be the 
Tracy pumping plant and the Delta Mendota Canal, both of which 
have functioned so successfully as key structures of the Central Valley 
project. These facilities are used fully only during the summer irri- 
gation season. Their employment during the winter months would 
not interfere with their present function, but will utilize them when 
they would be substantially unused. 

The San Luis Dam should be built above the Delta Mendota Canal 
to form a reservoir having an initial capacity of 1 million acre-feet, 
built upon a foundation for future enlargement to an ultimate capacity 
of 2,100,000 acre-feet. 

A canal should be constructed leading from the reservoir down the 
west side of the San Joaquin Valley. This canal should be so designed 
as to meet critical present needs not only for the proposed San Luis 
unit service area but also lands further to the south in the San Joaquin 
Valley, and ultimately to provide service to southern California 
when it is needed. 

This is a project that cannot wait until the water table falls to 
such a depth that the cost of well water and the deterioration of its 
quality will make most of these half million acres of valuable farm- 
lands submarginal, or force their complete abandonment. There- 
fore, the immediate question is: What part can each of us play in 
this great water ia loaten that means so much to California, the 
West and the Nation? 

California is shouldering its share of the financial and construction 
responsibility for water development within our State. The Feather 
River project has been authorized and the first moneys appropriated 
for acquisition of rights-of-way, planning, and construction. But 
it is abundantly clear that we cannot do it alone. Federal construc 
tion of the San Luis unit project in such a manner that it can be 
integrated with the State’s Feather River project is the logical place 
for the Federal Government to continue to advance Federal-State 
cooperation in solving California’s water problems. 

We believe that the Federal Government can and will assist in 
this great integrated plan by authorizing construction of the San — 
Luis Dam and a part of the facilities. 

There are various approaches to integration of the State and Fed- 
eral projects. The views and recommendations of California on the 
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Department’s proposed report on San Luis discusses and analyzes 
several plans for such integration. Common to all these plans is the 
recognition that the San Luis unit and the State’s Feather River 
project can be integrated to the benefit of both the State and Federal 
Government. The details of such integration can and must be worked 
out. 

It would be disastrous to await the resolution of all problems in- 
volved in such integration before authorizing and undertaking con- 
struction of these projects. Without committing the State of Cali- 
fornia to the exact language of any particular legislation, I can say 
that the State wholeheartedly supports the authorization of the San 
Luis unit for construction by the Bureau of Reclamation. I am sure 
that the committees of the Congress will develop language which will 
permit construction to proceed immediately and prov ‘ide the basic pol- 
icy for integration of the San Luis unit with the Feather River project. 

In conclusion, I have tried briefly to outline the water problems we 
face in California, Everything possible is being done at the State 
level. The California water plan in its complete form will be presented 
to the State legislature at its next session. Some of the State water 
agencies recently have been consolidated into a new department of 
water resources to ready them for the enormous job that needs to be 
done. 

Even though we are making progress in the resolution of our water 
problems, the fact remains that we are far behind and it will require 
the best efforts of all, including both the State and Federal Govern- 
ments, to catch up. The works already constructed by the Federal 
Government have had a tremendous beneficial impact on the economy 
of California, and continued Federal assistance to supplement our 
own efforts is necessary if our economy is to be maintained. 

We are prepared to work close ly with the Federal Government and 
with the members of this committee and with the Members of Con- 
gress and all affected Federal agencies. I urge you to continue the 
orderly expansion of the San Joaquin Valley by authorizing the San 
Luis unit. Time is short. The service area of the San Luis ‘proiect is 
an irrigated agricultural section without equal in the United States. 
But the people on the west side of the San Joaquin Valley are faced 
with the prospect of seeing their lands revert to desert areas. The 
only way to rescue these lands is by immediate construction of the 
San Luis unit project. 

This statement is general in nature. For more specific items, I refer 
you to our State engineer, Mr. Harvey Banks, who accompanied me 
here to Washington and who is in attendance at this meeting. He will 
present the St: ite’s view in detail. 

[ thank you very much, gentlemen, for this opportunity to be heard. 

Senator Anprerson. Thank you, Governor, for that statement. I 
have been wondering since you came to this committee, and I may not 
get a chance at you for a while, if you would mind my saying to you 
ths it I hope, along with this project, you help some of us who are 
trying to adv ance the work of de ‘veloping potable water from sea water. 
In the deve ‘lopment of a bill for study of this work we added several 
million dollars to it. We did it because, as chairman of the Joint Com- 
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mittee on Atomie Energy, I had had scientists outline the possibilities 
of doing that. If we are to have 40 million people in California, as you 
suggest, and the possibilities are that it may outrun that figure, we 
would solve some of our problems in the West if we could develop 
drinking water for commercial and industrial use and residential use 
out of sea water. 

One of the great scientists connected with the Atomic Energy pro- 
cram has recently developed a tremendous interest in this subject, and 
in the panel report which was turned out there was the suggestion, 
based on long scientific study, that it might take $600 million to $800 
million to build the right type of plant. They propose to. build i 
along the seacoast of ‘California, of course. I do think it aan 
possibilities. 

You have a great water problem and we are going to try to help 
you solve it. I think in addition to just the irrigation projects we 
may also face the need for developing additional domestic water sup 
plies as this water becomes so precious for the irrigation and industrial 
end of the rapid development of your State. 

Many of us who have been going out to California for a long period 
of years have heard stories of how large these California cities would 
become. The only difficulty was that the early stories weren’t nearly 
as enthusiastic as they ought to have been because they have already 
exceeded the e xpec tations of some. 

Governor Knicut. | recall very well, Senator, when people were 
aghast at Governor Warren’s statement, at the time I was Lieutenant 
Governor, that the day would come when Cali-ornia would have 20 
million people. Now no one is disturbed or appiehensive at all at that 
statement. We actually believe that we can, with the proper develop 
ment of our water resources, eventually support an economy of 30 to 
40 million people in California. It will be only another decade be 
fore this will seem as reasonable as the 20 million figure is now. 

Senator ANpberson. I fully agree with you. We had a bill before 
the Senate not many weeks ago providing for special tax treatment to 
people who wanted to visit the Hawaiian Islands and Alaska. I went 
to Senator Knowland and suggested that we amend it to include also 
the Spanish borderland, meaning California, Arizona, New Mexico, 
and Texas, because they are growing pretty rapidly all through that 
area in population. 

Certainly those of use who have watched that growth realize that 
California has a water problem, and we are glad that you have pre- 
sented it to us. We hope that we can be useful and helpful in reach- 
ing a solution to it. 

T don’t think of any particular questions that I want to ask you 
concerning your statement. I just want to point out to you that this 
committee is reasonably busy. We have had four hearings on water 
projects so far this week. 

Governor Knicur. Senator, there are some very distinguished Cali- 
fornians in attendance here this morning representing all views and 

various opinions. I am sure that you will get a fine story from all 
of the people of what we really think. 

Senator Anperson. I am glad to hear that. 
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Do you have any particular questions, Senator Kuchel, which you 
would like to ask the Governor ¢ 

Senator Kucuen. No, except that I wish to say that as a citizen 
of California I am delighted to pay my respects to the Governor 
and to have him here today to testify on what unquestionably is the 
greatest and gravest seotlees which the people of California face 
today and for the future. Certainly I congratulate you also, Gov- 
ernor, on your forthright statement. I do have some comments which 
at an appropriate time, Mr. Chairman, I would like to make on the 
general subject, but that is all I have to say now. 

Senator Anperson. Thank you, Governor. 

Governor Knicut. Thank you kindly, Senator. 

Senator Anperson. I would like at this time to put in a few of the 
comments which have come to the Subcommittee on Irrigation and 
Reclamation. 

The first is from the board of directors of the Mojave Desert Soil 
Conservation District. 

A telegram from Alden B. Campen, secretary of the Water Power 
Users Association of San Jose, urging support of the bill. 

A telegram from the Victor Valley Chamber of Commerce. I don’t 
know whether this is in favor of the bill or not, Senator Kuchel. It 
says— 
that the State construct, operate, manage, and control the San Luis Dam and 
Reservoir as a part of the Feather River project. 
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Nonetheless, it will go in the record at this point. 

The California Farm Research and Legislative Committee has a 
statement in support of the San Luis project and related works, dated 
May 7, 1956. I don’t know whether this is to be presented by anyone 


else, but if it is not, I will put it in the record at this point also. 

A resolution by the San Bernardino County Board of Supervisors, 
dated May 7, 1956. 

And a telegram which I do not believe I will put in the record, be- 
cause the person who sent it is here this morning, happily, and we will 
give Mayor Poulson a chance to present his comments. 

(The documents follows :) 


MoJAVE DESERT SOIL CONSERVATION DISTRICT, 
San Bernardino County, Calif., May 7, 1956. 
SENATE SUBCOMMITTEE ON IRRIGATION AND RECLAMATION, 
Washington, D.C. 


Whereas the present and future economy of the State of California is dependent 
upon the control, conservation, development, and distribution of the State’s 
water resources; and 

Whereas the Feather River project has been authorized as the first unit of the 
California water plan: and 

Whereas the San Luis Dam and Reservoir is an essential part of said Feather 
River project : Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Mojave Desert Soil Conservation District joins with the 
legislature of this State and counties, cities, water districts, and civic bodies 
throughout the State in support of the acquisition of the San Luis Dam and Res- 
ervoir site by the State of California without unnecessary delay with the money 
which has been appropriated therefor by the legislature, and that the State con- 
struct, operate, manage, and control the San Luis Dam and Reservoir as part of 
the Feather River project. 
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San Bernardino County has a vital stake in the State control of the San Luis 
Dam in that this county contains over one-eighth of the total area of California 
without any supplemental supply of water whatsoever. 

The district represents in excess of 11,500,000 acres. 


STANLEY F.. WHEELER, 
Director, 
KENNETH HILL, 
Director, 
L. E. McCorMack, 
Director, 
Hagotp V. SMITH, 
President, 
HENRY W. BALSIGER, 
Secretary, 
Board of Directors, Mojave Desert Soil Conservation District. 





San Jose, Cauir., May 8, 1956. 
Senator CLINTON ANDERSON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: The board of directors of the Water and Power 
Users Association of Santa Clara County urge your support of Senator Kuchel’s 
bill, S. 178, Our Tri-County Water Authority, Alameda, Santa Clara, and San 
Benito Counties, is in favor of a Federal San Luis Reservoir with a Bureau of 
Reclamation feasibility survey for importing some of that San Luis water into 
the tricounties. 

Copy to Senator Thomas Kuchel, Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

ALDEN B. CAMPEN, 
Secretary, Water and Power Users Association. 


VICTORVILLE, CALIF., May 9, 1956. 
Hon. CLINTON ANDERSON, 
Chairman, Senate Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

Whereas the present and future economy of the State of California is depend- 
ent upon the control, conservation, development, and distribution of the State’s 
water resources; and 

Whereas the Feather River project has been authorized as the first unit of 
the California water plan; and 

Whereas the San Luis Dam and Reservoir is an essential part of said Feather 
River project: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Victor Valley Chamber of Commerce join with the legisla- 
ture of this State and counties, cities, water districts, and civic bodies through- 
out the State in support of the acquisition of the San Luis Dam and Reservoir 
site by the State of California wihout unnecessary delay with the money which 
has been appropriated therefor by the legislature, and that the State construct, 
operate, manage, and control the San Luis Dam and Reservoir as part of the 
Feather River project. San Bernardino County has a vital stake in the State 
control of the San Luis Dam in that this county contains over one-eighth of the 
total area of California without any supplemental supply of water whatsoever. 

VICTOR VALLEY CHAMBER OF COMMERCE. 





CALIFORNIA FarM RESEARCH AND LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE, 
Santa Clara, Calif., May 7, 1956. 
Hon. JAMES BH. Murray, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation. 


MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE: The following statement urging authorization of 
a Federal San Luis project, California, is presented on behalf of our committee 
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through the courtesy of Senator Thomas H. Kuchel, author of 8. 178, jointly 
with Senator William H. Knowland, for a Trinity-San Luis project. 

The California Farm Research and Legislative Committee is on record for a 
federally constructed San Luis project fully integrated with all existing and to- 
be-authorized phases of the Central Valley and Trinity River projects and to 
be operated in accordance with the public power and acreage provisions of recla- 
mation law. 

We urge the Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Committee, before whom 
appropriate measures for authorization of the San Luis project are now being 
considered, to recommend passage in the current session of the 84th Congress. 

On June 2, 1955, Clyde E. Spencer, director, region 2, United States Bureau of 
Reclamation, officially recommended Federal construction of the San Luis and 
its integration with the Central Valley and Trinity projects and our committce 
favored bills introduced in the Ist session of the 84th Congress for a Trinity-San 
Luis project. 

Because of certain disagreements as to integration of San Luis with possibie 
State water development plans, we accepted the decision of Senators and Repre 
sentatives who had introduced the Trinity-San Luis bills to obtain authorization 
for the Trinity project immediately, and to defer action on San Luis until 
1956. 

We have been assured by Senator Thomas H. Kuchel that failure of Congress 
to act on the San Luis portion of the Trinity project bill which was authorized 
last July “was not in any way to prejudice the status of the San Luis legislation.” 
(Letter of April 24, 1956, to our committee). 

We are therefore restating our position regarding the urgency and feasibility 
of a Federal San Luis project. 

We speak for members of our committee operating their own family farms in 
every agricultural area of California and in practically every type of farming. 

We speak, as well, for church, labor, civic and community organizations who 
are affiliated with us and support our reclamation policies. 

Therefore, in asking that you authorize the San Luis project without further 
delay we have taken into consideration the overall benefits which will accrue 
to the State as a whole as well as to farmers in the areas to be specifically served 
by the additional supplies of water which will be impounded in the San Luis 
Reservoir and transported to the west side of Merced, Fresno, and Kings 
Counties 

In a statement compiled last year by the California State Department of 
Agriculture in support of Trinity-San Luis project, attention was called to the 
alarming drop in ground water supplies in the San Joaquin Valley, as a result of 
heavy pumping, and the serious economic curtailment of farming activity which 
would result from failure to conserve and utilize presently wasted supplies of 
Trinity River water. 

Water for the reservoir will come from the San Joaquin-Sacramento Delta. 
Privately and publicly owned reservoirs in the northern part of the State cannot 
control the normal winter runoff from most of the streams. Thus, large sur- 
plus flows of waste waters pass through the delta and empty into the Pacific 
Ocean each winter. 

These waters pass the Tracy pumping plant when its huge pumps are idle 
because farmers don’t irrigate in rainy seasons. 

The San Luis project would use this idle equipment to pump some of this 
surplus water into its storage reservoir. 

Some 500,000 acres would be irrigated with water impounded in San Luis. 
Speaking of the caliber of this land, the State department said: 

These lands are predominantly excellent in quality, suitable for a wide 
variety of crops, and much of the service area has been developed to irrigation 
through the expenditure of large sums of private capital; however, the locally 
available ground water and surface supplies are inadequate for the area. 

Under conditions of full development with project water available, it is antic- 
ipated that 75 percent of these lands will be used for production of high-value 
truck, field, and forage crops such as melons, vegetables, and alfalfa, destined 
both for cash sales and for consumption by dairy stock supplying milk to the 
San Francisco Bay area and other urban markets. 

We may add that a large proportion of replacement stock for the dairy herds 
of southern California comes from the San Joaquin Valley and the population 
of southern California will be vitally affected beneficially or adversely dependent 
on whether the San Joaquin Valley receives adequate water supplies for farm 
production or loses its productivity because such aid is denied. 
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Gross annual farm income in Kings, Merced, and Fresno Counties totals 
lose to half a billion dollars. While only a portion of this wealth would be 
directly saved as a result of supplementary water from San Luis, indirect 
benefits would actually be valleywide because the new supply will decrease 
the present serious overdraft of underground water. 

The annual withdrawal of water from existing wells in the San Luis service 
area, which includes the San Luis Water District (Merced County), the 
Panoche Water District (Merced and Fresno Counties), and the Westlands 
Water District (Fresno County) amounts to more than 1 million acre-feet a 
year. Annual drop in water table averages 25 feet. 

The San Luis Reservoir would initially impound 1 million acre-feet of pres- 
ently wasted winter surplus, and reiease the water during irrigation season 
through the proposed San Luis canal system extending from the Pacheco Pass 
through Fresno County and into Kings. 

Further southward transportation to a proposed Avenal Gap Reservoir is a 
possibility. 

Diversion into Santa Clara, San Benito, and Alameda Counties is also sought 
by the Tri-County Water Authority of this area which was empowered by the 
State legislature to contract for imported water to meet serious overdraft on 
present supplies because of increased population and more intensive agri- 
‘ultural uses. 

Our committee favors these wider beneficial developments of the San Luis 
project. 

We approve a foresighted increase in ultimate San Luis Reservoir capacity 
so that provision may be made to store additional water from the Feather River 
project regardless of whether this project is constructed by the State or Fed- 
eral Government. 

Integration of all water and power supplies is imperative if California is 
to meet the responsibilities of its rapidly mounting municipal, industrial, and 
agricultural needs. 

We are aware of the requirements of these three economic cornerstones of 
southern California development. 

We feel, however, that there are ample untapped sources of water in the 
area of the Eel, upper Trinity, and lower Klamath which could be transported 
by coastal route to southern California without impairing the economy of the 
Bay area and the Central Valleys which have no source of supply other than 
Feather, Trinity, San Luis, and the already constructed backbone Delta- 
Mendota Canal. 

The needs of the west side of the San Joaquin Valley are immediate as are 
the needs of the pressing populations of Alameda and Santa Clara Counties 
and the water-thirsty farmlands of San Benito County with no reservoir sites 
and no local supply to conserve. 

The San Luis project, proven feasible by engineering standards of the Bureau 
of Reclamation and with a 2.5 to 1 benefit ratio, can deliver water to the imme- 
date service area at $7.50 an acre foot. 

This is possible because the project is merely an extension of already financed 
and constructed features of the Central Valley project such as the Tracy pumping 
plant and the Delta Mendota Canal, in which $75 million has heen invested. 

The additional Federal investment of some $200 million in reservoir and pump- 
ing plant to lift canal water into the reservoir would be fully repaid through con- 
tracts with water districts over a 40-year period. 

Agricultural wealth, conserved and expanded through project water, will add 
additional millions to municipal, county, State and Federal government in taxes, 
auxiliary businesses, employment and economic stability. 

The San Luis project can be completed within 5 or 6 years if financed and 
constructed. by the Federal Government. ‘Trinity is already underway. San 
nis is the next logical and imperative step. 





RESOLUTION ADOPTED May 7, 1956, ny SAN BERNARDINO CouNTy Boarp OF 
SUPERVISORS 


Whereas San Bernardino County contains over one-eighth of the total area 
of the State of California and has no significant supplemental water supply; and 

Whereas the present and future economy of the State of California and this 
county is dependent upon the control, conservation, development, and distribu- 
tion of the State’s water resources ; and 
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Whereas the Feather River project has been authorized as the first unit of 


the California water plan; and 
Whereas the San Luis Dam and Reservoir is an essential part of said Feather 


River project : Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Board of Supervisors of the County of San Bernardino join 
with the legislature of this State and counties, cities, water districts, and civic 
bodies throughout the State in support of the acquisition of the San Luis Dam 
and Reservoir site by the State of California without unnecessary delay with 
the money which has been apprepriated therefor by the legislature, and that the 
State construct, operate, manage, and control the San Luis Dam and Reservoir 


as part of the Feather River project. 

Senator Anperson. Senator Kuchel. 

Senator Kucuer. While I have duplicate originals of many of the 
items you have just put in the record, Mr. Chairman, I think the only 
one that perhaps I should offer in addition to them is a letter I have 
received from the Riverside County Farm Bureau, in opposition to 
Federal participation. 

(The letter referred to follows :) 


RIVERSIDE COUNTY FARM BuREAU, INC., 
Riverside, Calif., May 7, 1956. 





Hon. THomas H. KUCHEL, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Senator: Understanding that there is to be a hearing on Friday relative 
to the San Luis Reservoir and Dam project, our board of directors has requested 
by formal action, on May 1, 1956, that its position be made a matter of record 
at the hearing. 

The board took the position that the Riverside County Farm Bureau is un- 
alterably opposed to the Federal Government having any part in the ownership, 
construction, or operation of the San Luis Dam and Reservoir. We fully support 
the position of the California Farm Bureau in this matter. 

Very truly yours, 
BryanT A. CHANDLER, Hvecutive Secretary. 

Senator Anprerson. I intended to ask Senator Knowland for a state- 
ment at this point. He has to take part in another meeting this morn- 
ing and will be here this afternoon. The scheduled list of witnesses 
calls next for Harvey Banks, State engineer of California. I hope, 
Mr. Banks, you will excuse me if I change the order and ask the mayor 
of Los Angeles, the Honorable Norris Poulson, to come forward since 
he and I served in the House together. I am always glad to see an 
oldtime friend. 

Mr. Povutson. Thank you, Senator. 


STATEMENT OF HON. NORRIS POULSON, MAYOR, CITY OF 
LOS ANGELES, CALIF. 


Mayor Poutson. Senator, I have had the pleasure not only of serv- 
ing in the House with you but of serving in the Congress when you 
tin Secretary of Agriculture and likewise since you have been 
Senator. 

I would like to state that, while I have a prepared statement, since 
I have heard the testimony by the Governor, I will naturally have some 
additional statements to make other than this one here, and likewise 
because of the fact that when you opened the hearings you stated that 
the subject matter here was a bill which we supposedly thought was 
not here but in effect it covers the main subject, which is 8.178. Iam 
talking to the general subject of the San Luis Dam, Federal Govern- 
ment versus State participation. 
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As some of you undoubtedly realize, water is California’s No. 1 
problem. The need for additional supplies of water is true not only 
in southern California. As a matter of fact, this need is far more 
immediate and urgent on the west side of Fresno County, in the San 
Joaquin Valley, then it is south of the Tehach: ipi Mountains. 

Others, I am sure, will appear before you to describe in detail this 
serious water shortage existing in Fresno County. For that reason, 
I will confine myself to our situation in southern California, which 
was not covered by the Governor. Perhaps not critical as yet, it is cer- 
tain to become so. 

The Engineers estimate that in approximately 15 years we shall be 
using al] of our water from existing sources which consist of the under- 
ground water reserves, the Owens River aqueduct, and the Metro- 
politan aqueduct to the Colorado River. This should be remembered— 
that with 55 percent of the population, southern California has only 
2 percent of California’s water. 

Senator Anperson. Secretary Aandahl, come right to the table. 
And you also, Mr. Dexheimer. We have plenty of people here this 
morning and we might just as well use these chairs because additional 
members of the Senate won’t be here. 

Secretary Aandahl, come right up next to Senator Kuchel, if you 
will, please. 

Mayor Poutson. You are aware generally of the fantastic popula- 
tion growth occurring in southern California—a growth that ones 
no sign of a letup. For the city of Los Angeles, official figures of the 
Federal Census Bureau now put the population at 2,243,901 as of 
April 23, 1956. 

Senator ANperson. Surely you are not going to place antiquated and 
out-of-date statistics like that in the record, are you? You are going 
to bring it up to date? 

Mayor Poutson. It isa little difficult in a matter of 6 weeks. 

Senator ANperson. We know it is larger. 

Mayor Poutson. Yes. We know that in the county area it is at 
least double that size, so we have in Los Angeles County in excess of 
514 million people. But in the city of Los Angeles this is an increase 
of 139,238 since the special census of September 1 1953, and an increase 
of 273,543 since the regular ceneus in 1950. I might say that we don’t 
take a census out there for the purpose of just trying to show how big 
we are. We do it because it is necessary to get our due share of the 
gasoline-tax fund in the State. Since the other cities take their census, 
we are compelled to do likewise, which it costs us plenty to do. 

Comparable increases are taking place in other sections of Los 
Angeles County, and for that matter throughout the metropolitan Los 
Angeles area. Last year alone in Orange County, adjacent to Los 
Angeles County, a half million orange trees were uprooted by bull- 
dozers to make room for subdivisions and industry. Thus, southern 
California must develop a new source of water for its future needs. 

Many years of intensive study have established beyond question that 
the State’s Feather River project offers the most practical solution to 
this problem. This is a project that, developed and controlled by 
California, will benefit every section of the State. And since 68 per- 
cent of the assessed valuation of the State is in southern California, 
under any circumstances we would be paying the largest percentage of 
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its cost. Yet it would increase our share of California’s water from 
2 percent to only 6 percent. 

The San Luis Dam is a basic element of the Feather River project 
and thus the representatives here today of southern California favor 
its development of the State. Not only would the Feather River 
project eliminate the water shortage in the San Joaquin Valley that I 
have mentioned, but it would also meet the needs of the southern por 
tion of the State. We thus oppose violently, not only the bill intro 
duced by Congressman Sisk, which is a specific bill, but the contents 
of the legislation in S. 178, which would authorize development of the 
San Luis Dam as a Federal project of limited value. 

Our reasons for the stand are explicit and compelling. The plans 
of the Bureau of Reclamation would dedicate to agricultural uses in 
the San Joaquin Valley the entire capacity of the San Luis Reservou 
even at its maximum size, leaving not a drop of this water available 
for delivery to southern ¢ ‘alifornia, or to the western portions of the 
State, including San Jose and on down through the southern coastline 

For proof of this, I refer you to page 27 of the Central Valley 
1955 Annual Report. The State program for the reservoir, on the 
other hand, would make available approximately 1 million acre-feet 
for the San Joaquin Valley and an equal amount for southern Cali- 
fornia. Certainly at a time like this, when we are talking about soil 
banks, when we are talking about farm surpluses, we want to think 
something about domestic water. I was very glad, Mr. Chairman, 
to hear you make the statement that in these days when water is so 
precious when water is so costly, we must realize that it is necessary 
that the only people who can afford to buy it and will have to pay the 
lion’s share of it are the domestic and industrial users. Certainly in 
a project of this kind we cannot take all of the water from that area 
and use it to make more acres which are hungry acres instead of using 
it for hungry mouths of individuals, because it is strictly a case of 
whether it is going to these acres for surpluses, which are the head- 
ache of Congress as well as the United States, or whether it is going 
to be used for other purposes. In our project we are providing 1 
million acre-feet for this. 

I will leave these copies, of course. Naturally, they are accessible 
for the Members of Congress. Many times, as I found out when I 
was a Member here, we didn’t always see these documents, unless they 
were called to our attention, and know what the various departments 
were really planning to do. 

Here on page 27 it tells about the San Joaquin division. It tells 
about the first million acre-feet, which we are talking about. Then 
it goes on and says that the Avenal Gap unit, on which direct land 
acquisition has already been completed, would be an extension of the 

San Luis unit. It would require increasing the capacity of the San 
Luis Reservoir to 2 million acre-feet. That is every drop of water 
which can be put into that reservoir, and there is your evidence that 
they don’t intend to integrate with California or with the Sate for 
other purposes. They intend to use it entirely for agricultural] 
purposes. 

Senator Anprrson. Could I interrupt you there, Mr. Mayor-—— 

Mayor Poutson. Yes. 

Senator Anprrson. To say that I made the comment I did orig- 
inally because nobody can be a member of this Committee on Irriga- 
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tion and Reclamation very long, at least with the interest that I have 
had in trying to develop water, without realizing that the water prob- 
lem is going to be a difficult problem in the next 20 or 25 years. The in- 
crease in the per capita consumption of water is amazing. You go 
into a city like New York and ask how much water they use per capita, 
and it is mounting up very rapidly. The development of air condi- 
tioning takes a staggering amount of water. The development of 
swimming pools requires enormous amounts of water. I am trying 
to build a swimming pool down on my farm. I have my own little 
water system down there and I know how much of a burden it is going 
to add toit. Itis that feeling. In all these discussions we ought to 
introduce at some appropriate time a study of the per capita con- 
sumption of water in the United States as well as the population in- 
crease. All I was trying to do a moment ago was to say that while 
population is on the march and particularly on the march in the areas 
a re > the sun is a great advantage to the population—by that I mean 
the areas in Florida, C alifornia, Texas, Arizona, New Mexico, where 
setae’ is enormous growth of population—the population is growing 
but per capita consumption of water is growing, and the water burden 
is going to increase in geometric proportion while the population 
increases in arithmetical proportion. 

Mayor Poutson. I think the statement made by our Governor to the 
effect that we are anticipating or estimate that we will have 40 million 
people in the West, in California, and the like—good morning, Sen- 
ator O’Mahoney. 

Senator O’Manonery. Good morning, how are you ? 

Iam gladtosee you. Ithasbeenalong time. How do you bear the 
duties of local office ? 

Mayor Poutson. I am right on top of them. I am not 3,000 miles 
away. 

On the basis of the 30 million people who will be coming to that area, 
it is naturally to be expected that we must plan for t: aking care of their 
domestic and industrial uses, because the water must be consumed for 
that purpose right there. 

The agr icultural areas in the adjoining States will supply the food- 
stuffs. That is the natural sequence when you develop a State. We 
are going to have to go to New Mexico to get all of our cattle and cotton 
and many other things as we develop the State, because 40 million 
people are not going to live in one spot. 

It is revealing to compare the number of people that would benefit 
from the Federal proposal with the number benefited under the State’s 
Feather River project. 

Senator O’Manoney. What was the project, Mr. Poulson? <A State 
project ? 

Mayor Poutson. The bill here 

Senator O’Mauoney. I know the bill here. 

Mayor Poutson. Is for the Federal, and I and the other’s from 
southern California are proposing, as I will bring out here, a State- 
operated program, the reason being that the Federal program sticks 
in one valley, takes the water, and uses it strictly for agriculture. I 
claim, as the others do from southern California, that portions of this 
water should be diverted so that the people can use it. As I am about 
to bring out now—— 











18 SAN LUIS (CALIFORNIA) IRRIGATION DEVELOPMENT 


Senator O’Manoney. I don’t want to interrupt your presentation. 
I merely wanted to understand just precisely what you meant when you 
referred to a State-operated project. Do you mean a State-constructed 
and State-financed project ? 

Mayor Poutson. I think I am going to bring that out in a minute, 
Senator. 

It is very revealing, as I stated, to compare the number of people. 
I call your attention to a report entitled “San Luis Unit, Central Val- 
ley Project, California” issued in May 1955, by Clyde H. Spencer, re- 
gional director of the Bureau of Reclamation. This — describing 
the area to be served by the Federal proposal for the San Luis Reser- 
voir as “sparse and almost entirely rural,” estimated the total popula- 
tion, in and adjacent to it, at 22,500. Of this, 9,500 are in the oil towns 
of Coalinga and Avenal, and another 1,500 live in Mendota, east of the 
service area. Therefore, the 496,000 acres of farmland which would 
receive water under the Federal plan have approximately 11,500 resi- 
dents, or about 1 person for about each 48 acres. 

Even more significant to my mind are the statistics in this report 
showing that the number of ownerships in this service area is only 
i 050 and that 76 percent of the area, or 363,100 acres, is owned ‘by 

130 persons. 

Senator O’Manoney. You mean natural persons or artificial per- 
sons ¢ 

Mayor Poutson. Some of them are artificial. Furthermore, half of 
the area is owned by just 44 corporations, and 4 ownerships alone ac- 
count for 143,700 acres, or over 30 percent of the total area which would 
be benefited by the Federal program. These landholders appear to 
exert a political influence far out of proportion to their numbers. 

Against this handful of persons and corporations who would profit 
so vastly from this bill under consideration, more than half of Cali- 
fornia’s counties, in which 76 percent of the State’s present population 
of more than 13 million live, would be served by the State’s Feather 
River project. It must be emphasized again that the San Luis 
Dam and Reservoir are an integral part of the State proposal which 
would provide water not only for this restricted and relatively unin- 
habited area covered by the Federal program but also for these other 
sections of the State with so tremendously larger a population. 

Senator O’Manonry. That is why I asked about the meaning of a 
State program. You know, I recall the fact that years ago the State 
of California, through its legislature, authorized a bond issue for the 
development of the Central Valley. It was to be a State project, 
financed and built by the State for the benefit of the State’s people, 
on a river which is wholly intrastate, but that State project was aban- 
doned. One of the Senators from California at that time was Mr. 
McAdoo. He introduced the legislative proposals during the recovery 
from the depression to make the Central alley project a Federal 
project, although it was in no sense an interstate project at all. The 
water was wholly within the State of California. The beneficiaries 
were wholly within the State of California. The Federal Govern- 
ment came in and built that project only because it was necessary for 
the Federal Government at that time to find work projects that would 
create employment for the unemployed in California and elsewhere. 
But conditions have now changed. The State of California, if I 
remember correctly the figures from the Library of Congress, in 1954 
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had more than $2 billion of independent revenues. It is the third 
public division, aa the Federal Government, in the amount of 
revenues it receives. The city of New York is first, the State of Penn- 
sylvania is second, and the State of California is third. 

That is why I want to know, when you refer to a State project, 
whether you are referring to a State project to be built by the State 
and financed by the State. 

Mayor Poutson. Yes. As you will find out later on, I have a pro- 
os along the line of the President’s water-resources plan. I will 

ring that out. 

Senator O’Mauoney. That means that you want Federal financing, 
does it ? 

Mayor Poutson. Yes. I also want to show you, Senator, that on 
page 27 of this report you will find that according to this bill and the 
egislation which has been introduced to date, the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion will use the entire amount of this water for the development of 
irrigation projects within the San Joaquin Valley. Of course that 
would deny the use of half of the water for domestic purposes, as we 
planned in the State plan. 

I am bringing up the only proposal which has been made of any 
kind in Washington which would cover a system which could be 
handled in cooperation with the Federal Government. 

Senator O’Manoney. As I understand your presentation so far, it 
is to use this water supply which will be available by reason of the 
expenditure of Federal money under the pending bill for the benefit 
of thousands of people in southern California, in the cities, instead of 
for the benefit of a few corporations and a few individuals on the 
Central Valley agricultural project. 

Mayor Poutson. Yes. This bill and all this legislation which has 
been introduced will only benefit these few individuals, for instance, 
the owners of 30 percent of the area—143,000 acres is held by 44 
ownerships. 

Senator O’Manonry. Why don’t you make an arrangement with 
the wealthy State of California to have that done with California 
money ? 

Mayor Pourson. I think you should have been in here when our 
Governor testified. 

Senator O’Manoney. I am going to read his presentation. Per- 
haps I will invite him back to the stand. 

Mayor Poutson. That would be a good idea. 

The question is as simple as this: Shall we give priority to the 
special interests of a small number of persons in portions of three 
counties of the State over the needs and welfare of literally millions 
of men, women, and children? That is an accurate statement of the 
meaning of the legislation which is before us. 

Senator Anperson. Right there, the provisions of Senate 178 say 
it is to be constructed under Federal reclamation law. Even in com- 
munity property States the maximum that 1 individual can then hold 
would be 320 acres. So these four individuals—— 

Mayor Povutson. But they have cousins. 

Senator Anperson. I know about the primos and secundos, but 
even with that it brings you down to somewhere under a thousand 
acres per ownership. So these owners would have to come down to 
about 4,000 acres unless there is an exemption. 
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Mayor Poutson. Let’s assume land without water and land which 
can get water. How many times would it increase in value. We have 
the problem in the cities. When you zone property for business 
and industrial, the values go up 3, 4, or 5 times. The same way with 
water. The value of that land when it can get water is many, many 
times more than as just grazing land as it isnow. When they say they 
have irrigated land, that is certainly the most exaggerated statement. 

Senator O’Manoney. Mayor Poulson, you may be overlooking some- 
thing. There is an awful jot of talk around here about a soil bank 
now. Why don’t you try to get the Central Valley in the soil bank 
and get the money from the Federal Treasury that way 

Mayor Povtson. Now, listen, you have stated something that isn’t 
a laughing matter. It would be much better in a soil bank, and let 
the water go where they really need it for the millions of people. 

Senator O'Manoney. That is why I said it. 

M: avor Pourson. In 15 years we are going to face one of the greatest 
crises in the country and then it becomes a problem. 

Senator O’Manonery. I haven’t forgotten that airflight on which 
you took me from Los Angeles up to Hoover Dam. 

Mayor Pov.tson. You mean ion I tried to sell you on some leg- 
islation? That was some trip, wasn’t it? 

Senator O’Manonry. I am glad you said tried to sell me. I 
remember that. 

Mayor Pourson. Let me stress, too, that this water is California’s 
water, not water from any other State. While it does not originate 
in Southern California, neither does it originate in the San Joaquin 
Valley. The State of California has a sound and equitable plan for 
its distribution. The Federal Government must not upset our pro- 
gram and attempt to dictate how California will make use of its own 
water within its own boundaries. 

Senator O’Manoney. All the Federal Government should do is pay 
the money. 

Mayor Pourson. Well, no comment. 

However, we are not here today with merely a negative approach. 
We have positive recommendations to present. 

I assume the members of the committee are generally familiar with 
the report entitled “The Presidential Advisory Committee on Water 
Resources Policy” which was transmitted to the Congress by the 
President last January 17. The proposals of this committee, com- 
posed of the Secretary of the Interior, Secretary of Defense, and 
Secretary of Agriculture, included the following: 


As a general policy, the Federal Government should not build any such project, 
or part thereof, that can, under fair and reasonable terms, be built by non-Federal 
interests, except those projects of primary national concern, where non-Federal 
interests are unable adequately to meet the need * * * 

The Federal Government should encourage non-Federal initiative and assump- 
tion of responsibility for construction of water resources projects. This encour- 
agement should include payment in the case of non-Federal projects of the 
amount that would have been nonreimbursable had the project been federally 
constructed, and the making or guaranteeing of loans to non-Federal interests 
for the construction of projects, and other appropriate means * * * 

The Federal Government should, to the extent necessary and appropriate, 
make or guarantee loans, under reasonable regulations, and with adequate 
security to States or local political subdivisions to construct water resources 
projects * * * 





i 
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The Philosophy underlying this report was well stated by Clarence 
A. Davis, the Acting Secretary of the Interior, in an article published 
in the March 15, 1956, issue of “Public Utilities Fortnightly.” He 
had this to say: 

The concentration of the control of water in the Federal Government means 
ultimately the control of the land, the power, and consequently, the whole economy 
of the region. This of necessity, therefore, places large areas of the United 
States under the practical domination of Federal departments * * * 

There seems little reason why all of the power and authority that go with 
the control of a great universal natural resource like water should be concen- 
trated in the city of Washington. If it were so, the financial burden would 
become intolerable. The political. power that goes with such centralization in 
itself is a fearful thing, and the lack of l6¢al control of local resources and 
situations is greatly regretted. 

Senator O’Manonry. Do you agree with that statement, that “the 
lack of local control of local resources and situations is greatly 
regretted ¢” 

Mayor Poutson. I would say it this way, that we have without a 
doubt the best municipally owned department of water and power, 
owned by the public, operated by the public efficiently, recognized as 
the outstanding example in the United States and the world, 

Senator O’Manoney. It is one of the most effective bodies that 
sends representatives to this table. 

Mayor Povutson. And they get results out there. They get the 
‘ost to the consumer, and that is the result. After all, you are doing 
it for the people. You know, the farther you get away, it is just 
like a chain, it is going to be much harder to push something with a 

chain than it is to be right up there next to it. It is certainly applica- 
ble in everything that way. After all, you have more of local control. 
The people, the ones who pay the bill and have the responsibility, 
have more of an inteerst. 

Senator O’Manoney. Are they willing to pay the bill for this project 
by putting up the money which would build it? 

Mayor Povrson. According to this, we pay back the money. You 
wait. 

Senator O’Manoney. O. K., 

Mayor Povutson. After all is said and‘done, the people who live in 
the region, who live close to these projects, are the ones primarily 
affected. It is their lives and their children and their future economic 
success which depend upon the wise management of this resource 
called water. The more plainly, therefore, their voice may be heard, 
so long as it is not inimical to the national interests, the more con- 
tented people and the better government we will have. 

It is our belief that the State of California is in an ideal position 
to put into effect this cooperative water resources policy that has been 
proposed to Congress by the President. From the standpoint of both 
engineering and economies, the State’s Feather River project, includ- 

ing and in ‘fact hinging on the San Luis Dam and Reservoir, has been 
proven sound after 1 many years of study and planning. 

It is, therefore, our recommendation that a bill be introduced in 
Congress at once providing for the application of the President’s 
water policy to the State’s Feather River project. This measure 
should provide for a Federal contribution in an amount equal to that 
which would be nonreimbursable if the project were constructed by 
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the Federal Government, which includes flood control and those items 
which naturally are nonreimbursable, including salinity. In addi- 
tion, it should provide for a loan to the State of California, repayable 
over a 50-year period, without interest, in the amount of construction 
costs properly attributable to irrigation. 

Senator Anperson. In other words, all you are suggesting is that 
the same policy that we have in the Federal reclamation fund and law 
be followed as to those portions of the project which are for irriga- 
tion—that the irrigation costs shall be without interest. You are not 
recommending that the power costs or the use of water for domestic 
or industrial purposes be without cost ? 

Mayor Poutson. That is right. I bring that out. The amounts to 
be granted and loaned, the allocation of the construction costs between 
irrigation and other purposes could be determined directly in the bill, 
or an officer of the executive branch could be authorized and directed 
to make the determinations pursuant to standards fixed in the bill. 

In other words, in that way the people in the San Joaquin Valley 
would be paying on the same basis that they would pay under the 
Federal project. The cost of the water would be on a proportional 
basis. We in Southern California using it for domestic and indus- 
trial purposes naturally would have to pay the cost of the canals from 
this basin where we built the reservoir and brought the water on down. 
We would have to pay the lion’s share of it and pay naturally a much 
greater rate. That is what is planned in the Feather River project. 

We in the city pay the big cost and not agriculture. 

Under such legislation, the State would construct and operate the 
San Luis Dam, repaying the Federal Government for the reimburs- 
able portion of the cost, and the citizens of southern California would 
be assured the new source of water that the future of our area de- 
mands. At the same time, the needs of the San Joaquin Valley would 
be well taken care of. 

On behalf of the people of southern California—I think I can safel 
say that because they are available here for testimony. There will 
be representatives here from the Metropolitan Water District and 
from the Department of Water and Power. We have four members 
representing the State legislature from the south. 

Incidentally, 2 of them are of Democratic faith and 2 of Republican 
faith. We have four members of the Los Angeles City Council. We 
have a member from the San Diego City Council, and representatives 
of other water organizations. 

On behalf of the people of southern California, we urge the draft- 
ing and passage of a bill along these lines. We know of no other way 
in which the well-being of our entire State, all of its peoples, its 
industry, commerce, and agriculture—and their great contributions 
to the Nation—can be more effectively safeguarded in the years ahead. 

For these reasons, we are obliged to oppose with every resource the 
Sisk bill, the Gubser bill, and the other bills which are before us, 
all these bills for Federal participation, which would authorize the 
development of the San Luis Dam and Reservoir as a federally con- 
trolled project providing only limited benefits to a small section of 
our State, and denying the millions of people of the State the right 
to water which they must have to sustain their lives. 

Senator O’Manonry. Mr. Mavor, what is the estimated cost of this 
project? Iam looking at page 7 of your statement. 
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Mayor Poutson. I regret that I am not able to state the portion of 
this program which the Gover nment would have to put up, but we will 
have engineers who are here available to tell you. The whole project 
will cost, all of it together, $1.5 billion. 

Senator O’Manonry. How much of that do you think would be 
granted by the Federal Government? Your sentence in the second 
paragraph of page 7 reads as follows: 

The amounts to be granted and louned, the allocation of the construction costs, 
between irrigation and other purposes could be determined directly in the bill, 
or an officer of the e ecutive branch could he authorized and directed to make 
the determinations pursuant to the standards fixed in the bill. 

That indicates what you said in response to my question. Engi- 
neers will probbly figure this out later. Have you any idea of 
approximately what the Federal grant would be and what the Federal 
loan would b2 and what contribution would be made by the State ? 

Mayor Poutson. Senator, I would hate to make a statement because 
I would be making a guess. Let me say this, though, in connection 
with the statement that you made about the Central Valley project 
when Senator McAdoo was here and it became a federally controlled 
and operated project. You saw this when you flew over to Hoover 
Dam, Mead Lake, and the Aqueduct. In the heights of depression 
in 1930, southern California, under what is known as the Metropolitan 
Water District, floated a bond for $225 million. That would be a 
billion dollars today. That was in 1930, 

Senator O’Manoney. That is right. 

Mayor Pouuson. They built this dam. They built Parker Dam 
and of course turned it over to the Bureau of Reclamation, as was 
necessary because it was interstate water. They built the reservoirs 
and aqueducts which brought the water to southern California. That 
project was instituted by the State when the Federal Government was 
not thinking of any of these nrojects. We knew at thet particular 
time there were no projects like that in the mill. We did it on our 
own initiative, and with that we have spent an additional $100 million 
and have never come to the Federal Government for a single cent. 
That has been operating there. It shows what they can do. 

As I stated, 68 percent of assessed valuation of California is in 
the south; 55 percent of the population. So we know we have to do 
it. 

Senator O’Manoney. I know perfectly well that Los Angeles is 
the magic city of the United States—— 

Mayor Poutson. Would you put that in writing? 

Senator O’Manoney. I will. It is right here in the record. 

The magic city of the United States, and Mr. Poulson is the mayor 
thereof. 

Mayor Pouuson. Put that in there, too. 

Senator ANverson. Discretion wil! be used in editing the record. 

Senator O’Manoney. No, sir; nothing will be edited out of this 
record, Mr. Mayor. I think probably by reason of Hollywood it 
attracts some greater personages who are able to make a lot of money 
out of the rest of our poor people. Therefore, I think it is also a 
very wealthy city. I applaud its initiative. I applaud its energy. 
Particularly I applaud the efficiency of the Metropolitan Water Dis- 
trict. I think there is no limit to what you can do. 
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I may make some suggestions before this matter has come to an 
end as to what the gr: and. people of the magic city of southern Cali- 
fornia may be able to do for themselves. 

Senator Anperson. I mentioned a moment ago something about the 
increasing use of water. I don’t have all the figur es here that I should 
have, but the estimate has been made that city water needs will be 
up 50 percent by 1975 over what they are now, that the municipal water 
utilities tonnage tliat they distribute is some 10 times the amount of the 
output of the stee! industry in oe ige, and that about 40 percent of our 

cities are now in tight supply. I don’t have it in final form, but a 

study is being made by one of the committees, which has pointed out 
that, taking the population growth which is now contemplated, the 
consumption of water is up from 75 billion gallons in 1910 up to 
about 200 billion gallons in 1950 and they expect it to be up to 377 bil- 
lion gallons by 1975. The facilities are just not available to take 
care of all that. 

Mayor Poutson. As vou stated, the type of industry today 1s re- 
quiring more water rather than decreasing its use of water; is that 
right ? 

Senator Anperson. That is right. Every type of industry uses 
water. Thetypes of things that we put in our homes adds to the water 
burden. That is why I was suggesting a moment ago to the Governor 
that we need your help on this question of making a study to see 
what atomic energy can do. It just happens that in a certain atomic 
energy process temperatures are reac ‘hed which seem to coincide with 
the temperatures necessary for the latest style of distillation proces~. 
I referred to a group of experts the fact that these two temperatures 
seem to agree. In this panel report is a statement of the distillation of 
sea water by nuclear energy. I am not going through it all but the first 
paragraph of it states that a plant could operate at 100 million kilo- 
watts and produce enough of this water so it would come down to a cost 
of about 15 cents per thousand gallons, which puts it well within the 
range of potable water. It involves the expenditure of several hun- 
dred million dollars, which the Federal Government. would natural- 
ly have to make, but it might result in taking some of these pressures 
off our existing domestic water supplies. 

Mayor Poutson. I think, as the Governor stated and I would cer- 
tainly concur in it, that this is probably the No. 1 problem in Cali- 
fornia. I think there was an article in one of the magazines recently 
by the head of the United States engineers which stated in effect—— 

Senator Anpprson. General Sturgis. 

Mayor Povunson. That water was the No. 1 problem and will be- 
come greater as time goes on. Also I can remember in the studies 
made when I was here in Congress, that they always came up with 
the answer that the cost was prohibitive. I can also remember they 
said that it probably would take something like the utilization of 
atomic energy to effect it. Where they do it on such a big seale, it 
could be a practical matter. 

Senator ANprerson. These scientists who started the original con- 
cept came up with a wholly new one which they think will work. 
I admit it is a big gamble to spend $600 million on a plant when you 
don’t know whether it. will work or not but, nonetheless, the pilot 
plant can be built and the experiments can be carried on, and for a 
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very few million dollars we would know whether or not the large 

plant will work. We don't have to Worry with the imponderables 
we did when the atomic energy program started. 

Mayor Poutson. I would say it isn’t an insurmountable sum for 
the simple reason that I think you realize that the West will eventually 
reach the limit of its development unless we have more water. Isn’t 
that right? 

Senator Anperson. I not only agree with you, but I said to the peo 
ple of the rather small community (compared to your community) in 
which I live that water was placing an economic and population ceil 
Ing on our State and every city in it, and I think it is. 

Mayor Povutson. That is very true. 

Senator Kucnev. Mr. Chairman, I would like the privilege of ask 
ing Mayor Poulson some questions. I am not a member of the com- 
mittee, of course. 

Senator AnpEerson. You have that privilege, Senator Kuchel. Go 
right ahead. 

Senator Kucner. Thi ink you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

First of all, I want to Say, Mr. Chairman, that the mayor of the city 
of Los Ange les is a longtime friend of mine and certi ainly I respect the 
veal with which he pursues the needs — the people of the city of Los 
Angeles. If you will let me say s ae ‘hairman, I share that zeal. 

I have the honor to represent the'S oe California in the United 
States Senate. My responsibility is st ate ouihe, and my interest in the 
future of the water sup ply of the people of Los Angeles is equal to 
that of any resident of that city. My family has lived in California 
for well over LOO vears. My er andfather was born there before the 
Civil War. the son of an immigrant, and my people have lived in 
southern California since 1859. 

I don’t think it would serve any useful purpose for me to develop 
the expanding and vital necessity for the people of California to 
utilize beneficially the water which they have. In every section of 
our State the problem of water becomes acute as days go by. When 
Karl Warren appointed me to the Senate 3 years ago I attempted to 
assume a portion of the responsibility for spe: ine for the people I 
represent in this field of water. Again and again and again this 
committee and the Congress of the United States adopted legislation 
which either I introduced or which I sponsored here to provide Fed- 
eral assistance to the people and to parts of the State which I represent. 
The Trinity project is an example of the request by the government 
of California, concurred in by the Department of the Interior and 
approved by this committee and the Congress and the President of the 
United States, to expend almost a quarter of a billion dollars on one 
project In my State. 

I was a little boy when the late Hiram Johnson almost single- 
handedly finally and successfully put through the Congress legislation 
in conjunction with the then Congressman Phil Swing, to provide 
for the development of Boulder Canyon Dam. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, the State of California has thus far not entered 
the water picture with respect to the expenditure of moneys on its 
behalf for the development of water resources. I repeat my congratu- 
lations to Governor Knight for that which has been done recently. 
As both a Senator and a citizen, I want to see the California water 
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plan as expeditiously as possible fructify into construction in my 
State. 

The question here basically is: Should the Federal Government con- 
tinue to be of assistance to the people of California in solving their 
problem of water? If that question is answered in the neg: ative, then 
the Federal Government is all through with the people of our State. 
I cannot in good conscience take that position because in what has 
been done thus far to aid my people in the city of Los Angeles, in the 
city of San Francisco, and in all the intermittent communities and 
areas, the Government of the United States has provided the measure 
of assistance under which we are utilizing our water today. 

If the question is answered in the affirmative, then there are cleav- 
ages which have occurred. I will say to you, Mr. Chairman, that 
so far as I am concerned if those cleavages become embittered, my 
State will suffer. 

So it is in the spirit of endeavoring to compose differences and with 
the hope that I may engage in some quality, however small, of leader- 
ship, that I want to ask questions of the people who testify here today. 

Your Honer, on page 4 of your statement you have suggested that 
the State of California has a sound and equit: able plan for its distribu- 
tion, meaning the distribution of water in our State. I assume when 
you make that statement that you are talking about the State water 
plan as conceived by the State engineer and as approved either in 
whole or in part by the legislative branch. 

Mayor Poutson. That is right. I would say that you have made 
the statement of not taking the position of turning down any Federal 
Government. You don’t infer that I have opposed Federal coopera- 
tion. I have defined the type of Federal cooperation. 

Senator Kucuex. And I think this hearing will serve a useful pur- 
porse if we can have the various rec ‘ommendations of either no par- 
ticipation or participation in some specific aspects. I want to de- 
velop your specific recommenda. ion. 

If the State water plan to which you refer is indeed the recom- 
mendation of the State engineer, then I want most respectfully to 
read the recommendations of the State engineer, concurred in by 
the director of public works, and incidentally by the Governor of 
California, in the State’s report on San Luis, as follows. I am doing 
this, I might say parenthetically, Mr. Chairman, because I want to 
pinpoint, if I may, what the objections are and then, if possible, com- 
pose or overcome them. The State engineer 

Senator O’Manoney. From what are you reading? 

Senator Kucuet. I read now from the “State of California, Depart- 
ment of Public Works, Views and Recommendations of the State of 
California on the Proposed Report of Department of the Interior 
on San Luis Unit, Central Valley Project, Calif.,” dated March 1956. 

On page 61 of that report I quote: 

Based on the foregoing, the following recommendations are made: 

1. The San Luis unit, proposed for construction by the United States Bureau 
of Reclamation, Department of the Interior, in the report under review, should 
be integrated with the Feather River project of the State of California, and 
should be authorized by the Congress for immediate rapid construction by the 
Bureau of Reclamation, and for operation by the State of California. 

2. To accomplish the objectives of the foregoing recommendation, the Congress 


should enact appropriate legislation to authorize the Secretary of the Interior to 
construct the integrated San Luis unit. Such authorizing legislation should 
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provide that the features of the San Luis unit be modified and constructed as 
integral parts of the Feather River project of the State of California. ‘The 
authorizing act should also provide, among other things, that: 

(a) The State of California shall initially acquire and pay for all lands, ease- 
ments, and rights-of-way for the San Luis unit. 

(b) The State shall operate and maintain the unit and repay to the United 
States from project revenues the reimbursable construction costs of the unit on 
an interest-free installment basis. 

(c) Upon completion of repayment, title to all of the unit works shall pass to 
the State. 

(d@) The Secretary of the Interior be authorized and directed to negotiate a 
contract with the State of California for the use and repayment by the State, 
on an interest-free, installment basis, of Central Valley project power facilities 
to the extent and at the cost at which those facilities would have been asso- 
ciated with the San Luis unit if constructed and operated by the Federal Gov- 
ernment as an extension of the Central Valley project. 

(e) The Secretary of the Interior be authorized and directed to conduct joint 
studies with the State to establish specific details of the features to be con 
structed by the United States. 

(f) The Secretary of the Interior be authorized and directed to negotiate a 
contract with the State to carry out and implement the intent of the act. 

(g) That upon approval by the Congress of the contract between the United 
States and the State of California, the construction of the unit be commenced 
and completed as expeditiously as possible. 

I say in good faith here we have a portion, as I understand it, of 
the State water plan. 

Mayor Poutson., But it is not in the bill. 

Senator Kucurn. May I say that the reason I have not seen fit to 
introduce any legislation is because I want this hearing, if it is at 
all possible, God willing, to bring out and put on this table for the 
first time the objections which may be made to these recommendations 
by the State, and then attempt to satisfy, if it is possible, the appre- 
hensions of all the people that we have in California. 

If this is a part of the State plan, may I ask specifically whether you 
in your capacity would object to the Federal Government and the 
State entering into such an integrated plan as I have outlined here ? 

Mayor Povu.tson. On page 7 of my statement in a more concise fash- 
ion I have stated just about what is in that. Would you not say that 
is true in general, Senator / 

Senator O’Manoney. I don’t have that engineering report before 
me. 

Mayor Poutson. He brought that question up, and I refer to Sen- 
ator O’Mahoney because we had discussed this back and forth. I 
would say that in a concise and general form what I have stated on 
page 7 in general covers it without going into detail. 

Here is ; something that you must ts ake into consider: ation, Senator. 
When we come to Washington, having had a little experience that 
way, I know that there are certain bills whic ‘ are up. The Sisk bill 
which is the one introduced in the House and which we are concerned 
about, specifically turns around and authorizes the project for the 
Department of the Interior to operate along their lines. Here is the 
blueprint of what the Department of the Interior intends to do with it 
in this 1955 Central Valley project report. There it says in plain 
English, black and white, that they intend to use the entire amount 
of the water. Of course, that is why you, as the Senator of the whole 
State of Californi: a, should be greatly concerned that the water is not 
used entirely in one section. Cert: uinly it would be your obligation 
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and responsibility to see that we got some of the water in southern 
California. 

Senator Kucuet. I accept a responsibility for fair treatment to all 
our people, but again, specifically, if this committee were ever re- 
quested to write a bill in fairness to all the State, these specific pin- 
pointed questions would arise. ; 

The State has recommended that the State shall operate and main- 
tain the unit and repay to the United States, and so forth. Is there 
any quarrel with the State engineer’s specific recommendations as I 
have outlined them here ? 

Mayor Povutson. Let me answer it this way, Senator: What are your 
objections to the President’s water-resources report submitted by the 
Secretaries of the Interior, Defense, and Agriculture, wherein they 
advocate the construction of this and the loaning of the money which 
has to be paid back the same way as if they were operated ¢ 

In other words, this puts into operation much sooner, it insures the 
Federal Government of every cent they put in, the same as it would 
under the Bureau of Reclamation. But it is done by the people in the 
State who are going to get the job done right now and not by a de- 
partment which has 57 operations going on throughout the country. 

Remember, we only have 15 years in southern California. Right m 
that connection—— 

Senator O’Manonery. May I interrupt, Mr. Mayor. I interrupted 
the Senator also. I think it would be helpful to the committee, if I 
may so suggest, that you answer the questions of Senator Kuchel with 
respect to the State plan, and then later on perhaps he would answer 
the questions that you might want to ask with respect to the water 
resources plan. That would define for my mind what the issue is 
here. 

Mayor Poutson. I support the President’s plan over and above the 
State plan. 

Senator Kucner. Again, what is the specific objection to these rec- 
ommendations—that the State shall operate and maintain the unit and 
that upon collection of payment title shall vest in the State of Cali- 
fornia? What is the objection to that theory ? 

Mayor Povtson. Read the first part of it, which goes before. They 
construct it, they determine the cost, they set the plans, they do every- 
thing that way. Weare buying something. It is just like this: 

You tell somebody, “You go out and build a house and we will pay 
for it.” Here we are going to say, “You lend us the money and we will 
build the house the best way we can and then we will pay for it.” 

Senator Kucuex. If you are correct in your first statement, I doubt 
that anyone could refute it, but that is not the way this reeommenda- 
tion reads. The first recommendation is, that the San Luis unit, pro- 
posed for construction by the United States Bureau of Reclamation, 
Department of the Interior, in the report under review, should be 
integrated with the Feather River project of the State of California, 
and should be authorized by Congress for rapid construction by the 
Bureau, and for operation by the State of California. 

What, again, would be your specific objection to that theory ? 

Mayor Poutson. I would say it this way: We think the other is the 
best plan, the best method, the best program. As such, it would not 
only save money to the Government, but to the State of California. 
That is really the difference in the two programs as outlined. 
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Senator Kucnen. Again, what would the difference in those two pro- 
cedures be? Here we have one which provides or would provide for 
the construction by the United States Government and the operation 
by the State of California. 

As opposed to that, the general recommendation— 

Mayor Poutson. May I add there: In that construction by the Fed- 
eral Government we would pay for the reimbursable items and not for 
the nonreimbursable items. 

Senator Kucuen. In accordance with Federal law. 

Mayor Poutson. In accordance with Federal law. 

Senator Kucnen. The general recommendations of the President’s 
study committee, as you interpret them, would provide for a statutory 
loan to the extent of both nonreimbursable and reimbursable irriga- 
tion features. 

Mayor Poutrson. It would be an outright grant, would it not, on the 
nonreimbursable. That is to be determined as we have it. In other 
words, the nonreimbursable, such as flood control, salinity, fish and 
wildlife, those items which are called in the nonreimbursable—— 

Senator Kucuen. So to that extent there is no difference between 
the State engineer’s recommendation and what you have just said. 

Mayor Pourson. Y es, except that we are then to pay for that por- 
tion of the project which is for domestic and industrial use. 

Senator Kucues. Governed by Federal reclamation ote 2 

Mayor Poutson. Governed in the terms of the bill or by the execu- 
tive department. In other words, your plan is that a certain portion 
is to be used for, say, the counties of the west coast and the western 
portion of California and southern California. That is industrial and 
domestic use, and that would have to be apportioned in the bill. 

As I understand it, about 50 percent of the water that goes into 
San Luis Dam is for that purpose and 50 percent for the San Joaquin 
Valley. 

Senator Kucner. Generally speaking, though, your theory of reim- 
bursable would be along the lines of present Federal law with respect 
to reimbursement ? 

Mayor Pourson. I don’t know what the policy is now. When I was 
on the committee over there, there were a few points stretched. 1 
know that we furnished domestic water to some towns down where 
they had good membership on the committee. In Texas and a few 
places they got some domestic water under reclamation. You remem- 
ber that. It would be hard to define that. Let us say that all of the 
water being used for industrial and domestic purposes would be paid 
for by California, with interest. 

Senator O’Manonry. May I interrupt ? 

Senator Kucuen. Yes, sir. 

Mayor Povtrson. That is right. Put on with interest. 

Senator O’Manonry. I think it is valuable to the committee to have 
as clear a definition as we can of the nonreimbursable and the reim- 
bursable types. Looking on page 61, Senator Kuchel, of the report of 
the State engineer, March 1956, from which you read, I see this state- 
ment, 2b: 


The State shall operate and maintain the unit and repay to the United States 
from project revenues the reimbursable construction costs of the unit on an 
interest-free, installment basis. 
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Can you two gentlemen come to an agreement as to what the reim- 
bursable construction costs of the unit would be? 

Senator Kucur.. I would hope that the engineers might develop a 
specific formula on which that might be based. 

Senator Anprerson. I was about to suggest, Senator Kuchel, that 
since Mr. Banks is the next witness, I wonder how you would feel 
about letting him complete his testimony before noon, as the report 
of the officis il engineer in here. Then we might resume the examina- 
tion of Mayor I -oulson. 

Would that be a satisfactor y way to proceed ¢ 

Mayor Poutson. I would like to add one thing, if you will. We are 
different in that we propose paying the interest on that money which 
we use for the development of the domestic and industrial water. I 
understand they are asking for it free, with no interest. 

I might say that the reason, Senator Kuchel, why we are anxious to 
have the State do the construction is that we don’t have to wait for our 

share for the appropriation bill, and I know the problems there. 
Because this is an emergency, we can construct it much sooner and do 
it through this new procedure and start the payment back. We felt 
it would expedite the matter as far as getting construction. Remem- 
ber that in the Central Valley they have put up only $450 million. 
That is a lot of money, but they have been 18 years in doing it. It is 
18 vears that vou have been on the Central V alley. That is why we 
are alarmed. We have a 15-year deadline. We have got to get under- 
way. 

Senator Anperson. You should live in a small State. 

Senator Kucner. On the question of construction as against opera- 
tion, then, Mayor Poulson, is it your point that the construction should 
be placed in the State merely because in your judgment State con- 
struction would be more speedy ? 

Mayor Pourson. Yes. 

Senator Kucner. Other than that would you have any objection to 
Federal construction ? 

Mayor Povtson. I think if we handled it directly through the me- 
chanics and the procedure in the Bureau of Recl: imation, we would be 
in that mesh which all of them get in, and it is much better not only 
for speeding the construction but for developing the new idea to carry 
it out in that way. After all, you can ‘t carry out in a clear-cut way 
the principles set down in the President’s recommendations other than 
that way. 

Senator Kucuen. Then do I understand it is your position that you 
would oppose Federal construction of any part of the San Luis Dam? 

Mayor Poutson. My attention was just called to a very important 
item, too. It has taken 10 years to get title to a construction project 
down in the Imperial Valley from the date it was finished, and that is 
another one of the many reasons why we have, as you know. I might 
say, Senator, that our county, Orange County, is in greater jeopardy 
than Los Angeles by far. In southern (¢ ‘alifornia. Los Angeles is in 
the best position of all of them. We have the Orange River. We 
realize that when you suffer one place you suffer every wher e, state- 
wide. It isa mutual process. Of course they are using at this partic- 
ular time our quota of the Metropolitan Water District. You know 
your problem better than I do. 
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Senator Kucuert. Mr. Chairman, this whole question of water law, 
which has been raised in my State, is obviously relevant to our dis- 
cussion. 

Mayor Poutson. Oh, yes. 

Senator Kucnen. But quite aside from questions of title vesting over 
any unwarranted period of time and without trying to oversimplify 
this one fact of the State plan, we have, I think, a recommendation by 
the State in which the Bureau tentatively concurs, that construction 
be a Federal responsibility and that operations be a State responsi- 
bility. 

As I say, I may be guilty of a little oversimplification, but I want 
to be sure that vour judgment here to the committee that construction 
be lodged in the State government is on the basis of your feeling (a) 
that it would be more speedy, and then if there is any (4) I would 
want the committee to know it. 

You do not per se, I am sure, oppose Federal assistance in our 
State. 

Mayor Poutson. No. We ave asking for assistance in the loaning 
of the money. Of course as far as the nonreimbursables they would be 
as in any project. 

Senator O’Manoney. Did you ever try Trans-America as a source 
ot loans? 

Senator Kucue.. Anything fora laugh. 

Senator Anperson. Would you not agree that we could go ahead 
with Mr. Banks ? 

Mayor Pourson. I might say that for the construction of that 
portion of the project in southern California, the pipelines and all 
that, we expect to do that on our own anyway. We would borrow 
that money, and probably it would be from Trans-America. But we 
have some ‘othe ‘+ big banks out there. 

Senator O’MaAnoney. So I have heard. 

Mayor Povrson. I would like to leave with you editorials from 
the Los Angeles Times which of course are very explicit on this pro 
eram of State control. 

Senator, I want to thank you for the fine consideration I have re 
ceived. [have enjoyed it. 

Senator Anprerson. You will remain? I don’t want to take away 
from Senator Kuchel his right to ask questions later, but I thought 
it would be helpful to hear the State engineer and get his testimony 
in the record at this point. 

Senator Kucue.. I think the mayor has been helpful. I want to 
repeat that I share with him the concern for the water supply of the 
city of Los Angeles. My whole desire here is to see whether a con- 
structive hearing may be held. 

Senator Anperson. Thank you, Mayor. You will be available for 
question ¢ 

Mayor Poutson. Yes; I will. 

Senator AnpEerson. Would you like to have this editorial put in 
the record? 

Mayor Poutson. Yes. 

Senator Anperson. And also resolution No. 26 from the California 
Legislature on this matter ? 

Mavor Povutson. Yes. The resolution is attached to it, concern- 
ing the State purchase of the dam sites. Other resolutions will also 
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be presented in due time by the Los Angeles City Council and other 
organizations as the witnesses appear, representatives of the city 
council, the State assemblymen, and other agencies. They will ap- 
pear later. 

( The editorial follows :) 


For State ConTROL OF SAN LuIs DAM 


Californians have spoken officially through their legislature in behalf of 
States rights on the San Luis Dam and Reservoir which is a key feature of the 
State’s $1,500 million Feather River project. 

This assumes vital importance in the immediate future because a proposed 
Federal San Luis project comes up before congressional committees, May 11 
and 14. 

The California Legislature appropriated money for purchase of the San Luis 
site in Merced County and, to bolster its intent and to make everything clear, 
it passed a concurrent resolution in both senate and house urging that the 
buying take place without unnecessary delay. This was done after full debate 
and with the avowed purpose of serving notice that State rather than Federal 
ownership of this vital water facility is wanted. 

There is a strong general sentiment in the State that the storage dam and 
reservoir which would handle all the water for the San Joaquin Valley and 
southern California under the Feather River project should be under State 
control. 

This should be remembered by Congress. 

On the other hand, California is equally strongly in favor of cooperating fully 
with any Federal project in the San Luis area which does not involve actual 
Federal control of the site and the facilities. If the local people, for instance, 
wish Federal financing of an irrigation system tied in with the State-owned 
San Luis, it should be easy to arrange. 

Mayor Norris Poulson, of Los Angeles, and others will be going to Washington 
to express these views. It is to be hoped that an amicable agreement can be 
reached preserving the State-ownership principle. 


The resolution follows: 


ASSEMBLY CONCURRENT RESOLUTION No. 26 
(Adopted in Assembly April 2, 1956. Adopted in Senate April 3, 1956) 


ASSEMBLY CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NO, 26—-RELATIVE TO DAM AND RESERVOIR SITE 
ACQUISITION 


Whereas the recent devastating floods have given most graphic illustrations 
of the urgent need for adequate flood protection in the State not only to safeguard 
property but also to save the citizens of this State from the horrible loss of 
human life and suffering which accompany such floods; and 

Whereas there are within this State areas which are presently in need of water 
not only on which to base future industrial development and community expan- 
sion but to meet the day-to-day minimum requirements of the existing population; 
and 

Whereas the Budget Act of 1956 contains appropriations for projects which 
on completion will not only protect vast areas from the ravages of floodwaters 
but will also store and conserve these waters for beneficial use: Now, therefore, 
be it 

Resolved by the Assembly of the State of California, the Senate thereof con- 
curring, That the intention of this legislature in enacting the Budget Act of 1956, 
insofar as it appropriates funds for the acquisition of dam and reservoir sites, 
is that such acquisitions should be made without unnecessary delay in order 
to give maximum protection to flood-endangered lands and conserve these waters 
for beneficial use; and be it further 

Resolved, That the chief clerk of the assembly transmit copies of this resolu- 
tion to the Governor, director of finance, and the director of public works. 


Senator Anperson. Mr. Banks? 
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STATEMENTS OF HARVEY 0. BANKS, STATE ENGINEER, AND 
WALTER G. SCHULZ, ASSISTANT STATE ENGINEER, STATE OF 
CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Banks. Thank you. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, it is a pleasure to 
be here again. With your permission I would like to introduce Mr. 
Walter Schulz, assistant State engineer, who is with me today. 

Senator ANperson. We are very happy to have you both here. 

Senator Kucue:. Do you have a prepared statement ? 

May I have a copy? 

Senator O’Manoney. I should like to ask Mr. Banks the question 
I have been asking of Mayor Poulson with respect to what is meant 
to the State engineer, who you are, by the use of the words “non-reim- 
bursable costs,” and how much do you estimate they would be under 
the State plan. 

Of course, what I am trying to find out is how much do you want 
the Federal Government not to be repaid. That is what nonreim- 
bursable means. 

Mr. Banks. That is right. I will have to answer that in two parts, 
Senator. First, with respect to our recommendations as regards the 
proposed San Luis unit itself, the total cost of the unit has been 
estimated by the Bureau of Reclamation at about $229 million. That 
$229 million includes about $23.5 million for flood control activities. 

Senator O’Mawoney. You are talking about the Bureau of Recla- 
mation ? 

Mr. Banks. That is right. 

Senator O’Manoney. | am talking about the recommendation which 
is to be found on page 16 of your report. Section 2 (b) of your list 
of recommendations I shall read again: 

The State shall operate and maintain the unit and repay to the United States 
from project revenues the reimbursable construction costs of the unit on an 
interest-free installment basis. 

The question arises, first, what are the estimated revenues of the 
project and, second, what do you mean by reimbursable construction 
costs. 

Mr. Banks. Perhaps I should clarify that. The State position is 
that it will guarantee to repay the reimbursable items. 

Senator O’Manonery. What are they ? 

Mr. Banks. If I may explain in the Bureau’s estimated cost of this 
project, we question whether the $23.5 million which are to be spent 
solely for flood control are properly a reimbursable item of cost. That 
is a matter that we would like to present to this committee. 

Senator O’Manoney. All right, then, you believe that the Federal 
Government should pay the cost of flood control on a stream which is 
wholly within the State of California. 

Mr. Banks. That, Senator, has been, I believe, pretty much the 
Federal policy since the passage of the Flood Control Act of 1944. 

Senator O’Manoney. That is not the question. I am trying to find 
out what you propose. This is in general terms. I want to make it 
specific. 

Mr. Banxs. If we deduct those funds to be spent for purely flood- 
control purposes, the reimbursable costs would be about $205 million. 
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Senator O’Manoney. But it still remains that what you are saying 
to the committee is that flood-control expenditures are a nonreim- 
bursable item according to your plan. 

Mr. Banks. Yes. 

Senator O’Manoney. Are there any others / 

Mr. Banks. The matter of fish and wildlife and recreational bene- 
fits, I think, is an item which we would expect to negotiate with the 
Secretary of the Interior. In this particular case they are SO very 
small that I think the State can probably properly assume them. 

Senator O’Manoney. Is there any reason why the State should not 
properly and completely assume the costs for recreation ? 

Mr. Banks. I think we would be glad to do that, Senator. 

Senator O’Manoney. I note that the Governor included recreation 
facilities in his statement. 

Mr. Banks. Yes, sir. 

Senator O’Manwoney. You exclude them ? 

Mr. Banks. No: I donot. There is a question but, as I say, I think 
the State would be glad to assume those. 

Senator O’Manonry. If you of the State can’t agree how are we to 
make up our minds what California wants? 

Mr. Banks. We will clarify that. As I say, I believe the State 
would be glad to reimburse the Federal Government for those expendi- 
tures properly allocable to fish and wildlife and to recreation as far 
as this project is concerned. 

Senator O°’MAnonry. Let’s read what the Governor said and see if 
you agree with it. I am reading from page 2 of Governor Knight’s 
statement: 

Substantial benefits will accrue to the people of California 
there is no doubt about that 
and to the Nation 


Senator Kucuex. There is no doubt about that. 
Senator O’MAHOoNEyY. I wonder. 


by reason of the flood control provided. 


Is not flood control a very small item here ? 

Mr. Banks. As I remember the values, it amounts to about 10 per- 
cent of the total cost of the project. 

Senator Anperson. About $23 million ? 

Mr. Banks. About $23.5 million. 

Senator O’Manoney. “By hydroelectric power produced.” 

Is that good for the Nation’ Directly, I mean. 

(rood, of course, inasmuch as it helps to develop California, but can 
we use that power in New Mexico‘ 

Mr. Banks. Senator, there will be no hydroelectric power produced 
in connection with the San Luis project itself. 

Senator O’Manonry. The Governor used the phrase. 

Mr. Banks. I believe the Governor was referring to the Feather 
River project in its entirety at that point. 

Senator O’Manoney. He said, “The California water plan, as 
presently conceived, will meet the anticipated water requirements for 
all present and future beneficial uses in all areas of the State, so far 
as practicable. Substantial benefits will accrue to the people of Cali- 
fornia and to the Nation by reason of the flood control provided, by 
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the hydroelectric power produced, by salinity repulsion, by enhance- 
ment of fish and wildlife resources and recreational facilities.” 

Mr. Banks. That is correct. 

Senator O’Manonry. You have already indicated your belief that 
the Federal Government should not be held responsible for recreational] 
facilities. 

Mr. Banks. To the extent that they are truly intrastate benefits. I 
think there will be some projects which have a national significance, 
and to the extent- 

Senator O’Manoney. You don’t want the Federal Government to 
pay for the tourists who go to California; do youé They carry their 
own money and they do pretty well. 

Mr. BANKs. But there will be certain projects which affect areas 
having national scenic and historic importance and I believe that the 
policy which the executive branch of the Government at least, has 
enunciated in circular A—47 of the Bureau of the Budget, is that the 
Federal Government should pay for those recreational benefits which 
have national importance. 

Senator O’MaHonry. You must remember, Mr. Banks, that in Con 
gress we are accustomed to look with a slanted eye at the Bureau of the 
Budget. Weare not ready as yet to yield to the Bureau of the Budget 
the legisl: ative power that the Constitution granted to us. 

Mr. Banks. Se far as the San Luis unit is concerned, the fish and 
wildlife benefits there will be wholly intrastate benefits. There is no 
question of that. 

Senator O"Manoney. And they are naturally nonreimbursable 

Mr. Banks. In my opinion, any costs properly chargeable to fish 
and wildiife and recreation in connection with the San Luis unit 
should be largely reimbursable. 

Senator O’Manoney. Salinity repulsion. 

Mr. Banks. As I say, Senator, that particular portion of the 
Governor’s statement applies to the California water plan in its en- 
tirety and not especially to the San Luis unit. 

The San Luis unit by itself has no function as far as salinity repul- 
sion is concerned. 

Senator O’Manonry. I have no desire to question you for laughs, 
as the Senator from California indicated. I am interested only in 
getting an exact statement of what the State of California believes 
under its plan are nonreimbursable items so far as the taxpayers of the 
United States are concerned. Before you have finished or even after- 
ward, I would appreciate it very much if you would make a statement 
of what you regard to be the nonreimbursable items and then give us 
an estimate of what that amount would be. In other words, I am 
asking you to tell us what you think the Federal grant to California 
should be. 

Mr. Banks. I shall be very happy to doso, Senator. 

Senator AnpErson. We will put it in the record at the conclusion 
of your regular statement. 

Senator O’Manoney. Let it be put in the record at this point, if you 
will. 

Mr. Banks. I could do it verbally but it would take quite a bit of 
time. 

Senator AnDerson. We will put it in the record at this point. 








36 SAN LUIS (CALIFORNIA) IRRIGATION DEVELOPMENT 


Mr. Banks. I will be glad to file that for the information of the 
committee. 
(The information to be furnished follows :) 


WATER Progect AUTHORITY OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 
Sacramento, Calif., June 18, 1956. 
Hon. JaAMes EB. MuRRAY, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
Washington, D. 0. 


Dear Senator Murray: During the hearings held by your committee on 
May 11, regarding the San Luis unit in general and S. 178 (Senator Kuchel) 
in particular, in response to requests from several members of the committee, I 
promised to forward certain information and data which I did not have readily 
available at the time. These questions and my answers to them, are as follows: 

Question by Senator Kuchel: What does the California water plan provide 
for the people of southern California and how does the State engineer propose 
to satisfy those needs so far as the San Luis unit is concerned? 

Answer: Bulletin No. 2 of the State water resources board, entitled “Water 
Utilization and Requirements of California,” published in 1955, estimates that 
the ultimate water requirements of southern California will amount to 16,643,000 
acre-feet annually. This value applies to the south coastal area, the Colorado 
desert area and the Lahontan area south of Mono Lake. With maximum de- 
velopment of local water resources and full use of California’s present right 
to 5,362,000 acre-feet of water yearly from the Colorado River, it is estimated 
that about 9 million acre-feet of water will have to be imported annually to 
southern California from other sources in order to fully satisfy the ultimate 
water requirements. 

Recently, the State water resources board published a preliminary edition of 
bulletin No. 3, Report on the California water plan, which describes plans for 
maximum development and distribution of California’s water resources to 
satisfy its ultimate needs for water. Bulletin No. 3 includes plans for importing 
9 million acre-feet of water annually into southern California, enough to 
satisfy its ultimate supplemental water requirements. These imports will be 
obtained from the surplus waters of the Sacramento Valley and north coastal 
area. 

The Feather River project, of course, is only the initial unit of the California 
water plan. This project proposes to deliver 1,800,000 acre-feet of water an- 
nually to southern California. This quantity is about 20 percent of the ultimate 
amount that will be needed ultimately, but it will satisfy water requirements in 
southern California for at least the next 40 years. It is now estimated that 
additional water must be imported to southern California from the north 
starting in the early 1970's. 

San Luis Reservoir is as essential to the Feather River project as Shasta 
Reservoir is to the Central Valley project. Without it, there is no offstream 
storage for surplus water occurring in the delta in the winter and spring 
months. With San Luis Reservoir at its initial capacity of 1 million acre-feet, 
and with Oroville Reservoir in operation, it will be possible to provide a full 
water supply of about 1,200,000 acre-feet for the San Luis unit service area 
as proposed by the Bureau of Reclamation, plus an interim supply of about 
300,000 acre-feet to Kings and Kern Counties. It is emphasized that the west 
and southerly portions of San Joaquin Valley in Kings and Kern Counties, are 
as badly in need of supplemental water now as is the proposed San Luis unit 
service area. Without storage at San Luis, these urgent demands cannot be 
met. Further, the pumping plants and canals required to serve these southerly 
lands largely duplicate or must be parallel to those necessary to the San Luis 
unit. In order to provide the additional supplies of about 1,400,000 acre-feet 
necessary for use in Kings and Kern Counties, and 1,800,000 acre-feet for de- 
livery to southern California, it will be necessary to enlarge San Luis Reservoir 
to 2,100,000 acre-feet, which is what the State proposes in its Feather River 
project. With Oroville Reservoir in operation, and with San Luis Reservoir 
enlarged to 2,100,000 acre-feet, the full yield of the Feather River project—some 
4% million acre-feet annually—will be developed. Forty percent of this yield 
is allocated to southern California. 

Question by Senator Kuchel: What are the costs of lands, rights-of-way, and 
easements for the major elements of the Feather River project? 
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Answer: The estimated costs of lands, easements, and rights-of-way are as 
follows: 


Alameda-Santa Clara-San Benito Branch aqueduct, including air- 


post am Everereen Beserveits. nn eden nnnnue— 91, 150, 00 
Gragiiee weemeevoar O00 Gromee re. on oo oe ncn we 3, 214, 000 
Acquisition of Big Bend powerplant on Feather River_______-__~- __. 31,050, 000 
SERIATORG, DISMWAT, COURTS TORE, Cll nonin ceecesicwnnecnn 235, 000 
I i Sd ina rented ctahinmndlacints 2, 498, 000 
Highway relocation, San Luis Reservoir 2° ITS GEE EERE ESE CE Tee 15, 000 
Feather River projec t aqueduct, intake to Wheeler Ridge______- 5, 965, 000 
Feather River project aqueduct, Wheeler Ridge to San Diego ¢ ‘ounty 

II, cl des aera 1, 521, 000 

a a 45, 648, 000 


It is pointed out that construction costs of necessary railroad and highway 
relocations are not included in the foregoing tabulation. 

Question by Senator Anderson : What is the total cost of lands, easements, 
and rights-of-way for the San Luis unit—or how much does the State propose 
to contribute now? 

Answer: Estimated costs of lands, easements, and rights-of-way for the San 
Luis features, as proposed by the State, are as follows: 


ND” Ca i ara i en ac aie eee 


aN ina terse Sntersy ev acting able hal taian top meridian euansitie Sontagtited 15, 000 
Aqueduct, San Luis Reservoir to Kettleman RN di dah arcana wets ebecandd 1, 241, 000 
A adeno lien cae ee el age re 


In March 1956 the Senate legislature appropriated $9,350,000 for initiation of 
the Feather River project. Of these funds, $1,080,000 are earmarked for acquisi- 
tion of lands in the San Luis Reservoir site. Governor Knight has stated that 
these funds will not be expended until agreement is reached between the State 
and the Federal Government with respect to construction of the San Luis unit, 
or until July 1, 1957, whichever occurs first. The balance of the funds required 
for complete acquisition of the lands, easements, and rights-of-way associated 
with the San Luis project must be appropriated at subsequent sessions of the 
State legislature. 

Senator Anderson: What is the subsidy to the San Luis unit? 

Answer : Considering the San Luis unit as proposed by the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion, the subsidy can be computed from the repayment tables contained in the 
Bureau’s report. Analysis of these repayment tables indicates that the sub- 
sidy would be $90,141,700, exclusive of interest on the Federal investment of 
$229 million required to construct the unit. The subsidy represents assistance 
to the San Luis unit from the presently authorized Central Valley project. The 
source of this assistance would be as follows: 


ee ar TO OF, cre as ER i ck a $83, 813, 900 
2. From CVP users of municipal and industri: ul wi ater_ 875, 300 
De CO Ce BO NN k ciccadiititsts cties reseementh wine dedcienses 5, 452, 500 


TE seh tid sith sais etal a i ha a a i _... 90, 141, 700 


Assuming 2% percent interest on a Federal investment of $223 million in the 
San Luis unit (not including $6 million allocated to interest-bearing municipal 
and industrial water service), and using a 50-year repayment period, as assumed 
by the Bureau of Reclamation, the Federal subsidy resulting from interest-free 
money would be $170 million. Thus, the total subsidy to the San Luis unit, if 
constructed as an extension of the Central Valley project, would be, in round 
figures, $260 million. This is equivalent to $591 per acre, for the San Luis unit 
service area of 440,000 acres. 

If the Federal Government adopts the proposals of the State of California 
as outlined in Views and Recommendations of the State of California on the 
Proposed Report of the Department of the Interior on the San Luis Unit, there 
would still be a Federal subsidy. This is so because the State proposes pur- 
chase of CVP power and repayment of that portion of the construction cost-of 
the San Luis unit allocated to irrigation on an interest-free basis. Repayment 
would start when the State took over operation and maintenance under contract, 
and would extend over a 40-year period. However, the reimbursable Federal 
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construction cost involved in the San Luis unit as tentatively proposed by the 
State would be $176 million rather than $229 million. This reduction results 
principally from elimination of the Pleasant Valley canal system and the relift 
pumps in the service area, and allocation of the cost of any flood channels and 
levees as a nonreimbursable item in accordance with historic policy. The State 
proposes that the main canal be located at a higher elevation which would elim- 
inate the need for a separate Pleasant Valley canal. Past practice of the Bureau 
of Reclamation in the Central Valley project has consi‘ered that the cost of 
relift pumping facilities and the cost of energy for relift pumping are the re- 
sponsibility of the water users. This smaller capital cost and shorter repayment 
period would reduce the assistance from interest-free Federal funds by about 
$70 million. On this basis, the Federal subsidy to the San Luis unit if the State’s 
proposals are adopted, would be the interest charge on the irrigation allocation 
amounting to about $101 million, plus the cost of any flood-control features 
constructed and the subsidy from purchase of energy for pumping water for 
the San Luis unit service area from the Central Valley project. 

Question by Senator Anderson: What is presently irrigated acreage and 
presently nonirrigated but cultivated acreage in the San Luis unit service area ; 
also, what is the acreage served by ground water? 

Answer : Surveys made in 1951 by the division of water resources as part of the 
statewide investigations leading to preparation of the California water plan 
included an area roughly the same as the San Luis unit service area. These 
surveys listed about 369,000 acres of land as then developed for irrigation. The 

surean of Reclamation survey, made for its report on the San Luis unit, indi- 
cated 401,000 acres developed for irrigation, with 127,000 acres lying fallow at 
the time. Eighty-three thousand acres were classified as dry-farmed, with 77 
percent of these lands being in noncultivated native pasture. About 12,000 acres 
of the dry-farmed lands were utilized for grain and hay, and another 8,000 acres 
were fallow. 

All of the irrigated lands are supplied from ground water at the present time, 
but only by virtue of a continuous overdraft accompanied by rapidly falling 
water levels 

Questions by Senator O’Mahoney: What are the State’s views as to what items 
and functions are nonreimbursable? What should the total Federal grant to 
California in fulfillment of the California water plan be? Also, what should it 
be for the San Luis unit? 

Answer: Due to the long-range scope of the California water plan, no cost 
allocation of the entire plan can be made at this time. Rather, such allocations 
will be made for each unit of the plan, as it comes up for actual construction. 

In formulating the California water plan, the following concepts have guided 
the planning studies: 

1. The California water plan is conceived as an ultimate plan, one that will 
meet the requirements for water at some unspecified but distant time in the 
future when the land and other resources of the State have essentially reached 
a state of complete development. 

2. The plan is comprehensive in scope. It takes into consideration future re- 
quirements for water throughout the State. It demonstrates that water sup- 
plies can be made available if and when the development of such supplies be- 
comes economically and financially feasible. 

3. The California water plan is a flexible pattern into which specific projects 
are to be integrated. As additional data and experience are gained, as tech- 
nology advances, and as other relevant conditions change, the plan will undoubt- 
edly be substantially modified and improved. 

4. The plan is designed to be susceptible of orderly development by logical pro- 
“ressive stages as the growing requirements of the State may dictate. Certain 
of its features must be implemented immediately, while others can be deferred, 
perhaps indefinitely. 

» Although the California water plan is believed to be feasible from an engi- 
neering viewpoint, not all of its features conform to present concepts of economie 
and financial feasibility. Certainly costly elements, which would serve lands 
of limited indicated potential under present conditions and concepts, may never 
become practicable. However, their inclusion in the plan is deemed necessary 
to demonstrate means for providing for such development, should the need ever 
arise. 

6. The California water plan is designed to include and supplement, rather 
than to supersede existing water resource development works. It also incorpo- 
rates certain projects presently proposed or authorized, including the Feather 
River project. 





i 
4 
: 
4 


Sonia 


see GN 


Pewee 





SAN LUIS (CALIFORNIA) IRRIGATION DEVELOPMENT 39 


7. In implementing the plan, it is probable that Federal, State and local gov 
ernments, as well as private interests, will participate in construction. 

The California water plan gives consideration to water conservation and 
reclamation, to flood control and flood protection, to the use of water for agricul- 
tural, domestic, municipal, and industrial purposes, to hydroelectric power devel- 
opment, to salinity control and protection of the quality of fresh waters, to 
drainage, to navigation, and to the interests of fish, wildlife, and recreation. It 
contemplates the conjunctive operation of surface and ground water reservoirs, 
which operation will be essential to regulation of the large amounts of water 
ultimately to be involved. From the above, it is apparent that no cost allocations 
can be made at this time and no estimate can be given now as to what total 
subsidy or grant might reasonably be expected from the Federal Government. 
Suffice it to say, that such a grant might well exceed a billion dollars or more 
in toto. 

In general, the State subscribes to present Federal policy with respect to non 
reimbursable functions of water-development projects. Such functions may 
include flood control, navigation, fish and wildlife development and recreation, 
silt control, salinity control, and pollution control. Federal policies with respect 
to flood-control projects, navigation, recreation, and fish and wildlife development 
are well established, and they generally require that some portion of the cost 
allocated to these functions be borne by local interests. For example, lands, 
easements, and rights-of-way for flood-control levees, bypasses, and channel 
improvements are generally paid for by local interests, as are costs of operation 
and maintenance. Also, the nonreimbursable costs allocated to fish and wildlife 
are usually limited to that portion of the total costs which is justified in the 
national interest. Nonreimbursable costs allocated to recreation are similarly 
limited. In the case of State-constructed features of the California water plan, 
it is believed that Federal participation in the form of grants might be limited 
to those nonreimbursable costs which would be assumed if the projects were built 
by the Federal Government, possibly plus 10 percent as has recently heen pro- 
posed. With respect to features of the California water plan constructed by the 
lederal Government, it is contemplated that Federal policy regarding nonreim- 
bursable and reimbursable costs would continue on the same basis as has been 
followed to date. The major nonreimbursable function of the California water 
plan would certainly be flood control. 

In the case of the Feather River project, which is the first unit to be con- 
structed, Congressman Engle has introduced a bill authorizing a Federal con- 
tribution of $100 million toward the cost of Oroville Dam in the interest of flood 
control. We believe that an allocation of this magnitude is justified although 
final determination of the exact amount might well be left up to the Chief of 
Kngineers. This is about 25 percent of the total cost of the dam, and is only 
about 7 percent of the total cost of the entire Feather River project. We have 
not requested any other subsidy or grant from the Federal Government with 
respect to the project ae as described below for the San Luis unit. 

With respect to the San Luis unit, if built by the Federal Government, the 
State believes that the cost of any flood-control features constructed should be 
nonreimbursable in accordance with historic Federal policy. As presently pro- 
posed by the Bureau of Reclamation, the cost of such features would amount to 
about $23.5 million. We believe that the cost allocated to irrigation should be 
reimbursable on an interest-free basis while the allocation for municipal water 
supply, about $6 million, should be reimbursable with interest. Any cost allo- 
eated to fish and wildlife, and recreation, in excess of the basic Federal interest 
therein, should be reimbursable with interest; this is a very small item insofar 
as San Luis is concerned. 

If your committee desires any additional information, I will be glad to furnish 
it upon request. Please be assured of my appreciation for the opportunity to 
appear before your committee. 

Very truly yours, 


Harvey O. BAnKs, State Engineer. 
Mr. Banks. My name is Harvey O. Banks. I am State engineer 
of California and secretary and engineer for the State water resources 
board. It is a privilege to appe: ar here tod: ay to discuss the problems 
of water resource developments in California and to present Cali- 
fornia’s views and recommendations in detail with respect to the pro- 
posed San Luis unit. 
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As Governor Knight has so well stated, the task of supplying ade- 
uate water to support California’s present economy and to provide 
or the inevitable rapid development of the State is a tremendous one, 

both in magnitude and complexity. The solution will require the 
combined efforts of the Federal, State, and local governments, and 
private interests, working in close cooperation and harmony. We 
earnestly solicit the continued assistance and cooperation of the Fed- 
eral Government. 

The State, however, recognizes that it cannot depend solely upon 
the Federal Government to solve its water problems. We have there- 
fore formulated a comprehensive plan, the California water plan, for 
the full control, conservation, protection, distribution, and utilization 
of all of the State’s water resources to meet the present and future 
needs for all beneficial purposes and uses in all areas of the State, to 
the maximum feasible extent. This is a long-range program of 
development which will be implemented progressively as the water 
requirements become apparent. The Feather River project has been 
authorized by the State legislature as the initial unit of this plan, to 
be constructed as rapidly as posisble. Again, as Governor Knight 
has stated, the legislature has provided funds to begin the acquisition 
of lands and rights-of-way, and the preparation of construction plans 
and specifications for this project. 

The Feather River project is needed now, not only to supply water 
for lands along the Feather River and in the Sacramento Valley, but 
also for the water-deficient areas in the western and southern por- 
tions of the San Joaquin Valley, and Alameda, Contra Costa, Santa 
Clara, and San Benito Counties, and by 1975, for southern California ; 
and for flood control on the Feather River, for the generation of a 
large block of needed electric energy and a multitude of other 
benefits. 

The amount of new water which the project will make available is 
about equal to our present overdraft. In connection with the Feather 
River project, I want to point out that its service area in the San 
Joaquin Valley encompasses that proposed to be served by the San 
Luis unit, as well as a larger area to the south, which is just as badly 
in need of supplemental water as is the proposed San Luis unit 
service area. 

Storage at the San Luis site and appurtenant canals and pumping 
plants are essential features of the Feather River project, not alone for 
the future, but now. With Oroville Reservoir on the Feather River 
constructed and in operation, there will be a much greater quantity of 
firm water that can be diverted from the delta than can be made 
available by the federally proposed San Luis Unit Reservoir alone. 

Thus, Oroville operated in conjunction with the San Luis unit will 
make water available for a much greater area than can be served by 
the San Luis unit of 1 million acre-feet capacity, operated alone for 
storage of winter and spring surplus waters from the delta. 

Senator Anprerson. May I stop you to ask, am I not right in believ- 
ing that Congressman Engle has a bill in with reference to the Oro- 
ville project in which he proposes that about $100 million be regarded 
as nonreimbursable because of flood control ? 

Mr. Banxs. Congressman Engle’s bill proposes that the Federal 
Government shall make an allocation of funds available to the State 
for the construction of Oroville in the interest of flood control. 
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Senator Anperson. You said it one way and I said it another. 
What difference is there between the statements? 

Mr. Banxs. They are undoubtedly the same. 

Senator Anprerson. I said it provides $100 million nonreimbursable 
items for flood control. Is that or is that not correct? 

Mr. Banks. Yes, sir. 

Ultimately, in connection with the State’s Feather River project, 
a total storage of 2,100,000 acre-feet at the San Luis site will be nec- 
essary to serve the San Luis unit service area and to store the other 
water which will be conserved and distributed by the State’s Feather 
River project. 

It is quite possible that it may prove more economical to build San 
Luis Reservoir to its ultimate capacity now, rather than to build it in 
two stages. This is a matter of engineering and economic studies 
which have not been finalized as yet. However, this possibility must 
be recognized in any legislation concerning the San Luis Reservoir. 

Senator Anperson. May I stop you again and say what is contem- 
plated by this bill we have before us, Senate 178. Is it the ultimate 
capacity or is this the first stage ? 

Mr. Banxs. This is the first stage, 1 million acre-feet capacity. 

Senator Kucure:. Mr. Chairman, I would like to say just for the 
record that that bill is before us merely for the purpose of proceed- 
ing with this hearing. 

It does not purport, and I do not want to contend that it in any 
sense operates on this recommendation of the State engineer. 

Senator Anperson. I think that is important to have in the record. 
However, if you are going to have a hearing you have to have it on 
something. 

Senator Kucner. You have to have a bill. 

Senator AnpEeRson. We were trying to consider that. I do under- 
stand that the mayor suggested that somebody ought to introduce a 
bill along the lines that has been proposed by the city of Los Angeles. 
Concurrently, perhaps, there might be introduced features that have 
been recommended by you. I was merely trying to find out if this hill 
covered your recommendations or if you would need a somewhat dif- 
ferent bill. 

Mr. Banks. I think you would need a different bill, Senator. We 
plan to present to the committee, a little later, certain amendments 
which we ask you to consider. 

Senator Anperson. Thank you. 

Mr. Banks. It is obvious, therefore, that if the initial San Luis 
unit is to be built by the Federal Government, as proposed by the 
Bureau of Reclamation, it must be closely integrated and coordinated 
with the State’s Feather River beaiect in design, construction, and in 
operation. The State’s project will provide needed water service to 
lands in the San Joaquin Valley beyond those proposed for service by 
the San Luis unit, at the same time that service begins to the San 
Luis unit service area. The State also proposes to Dring water to 
the counties of Alameda, Contra Costa, Santa Clara and San Benito 
adjacent to the San Francisco Bay area just as rapidly as possible. 
Certainly by 1975 southern California will need the additional water 
to be made available by the Feather River project. 

In our report entitled “Views and Recommendations of the State 
of California on Proposed Report of Department of Interior on San 
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Luis Unit, Central Valley Project, California,” dated March 1956, 
we have proposed what we believe to be a logical and economical 
plan of integration of the San Luis unit as proposed by the Bureau 
of Reclamation with the State’s Feather River project. We request 
that that report be made a part of the record of this hearing. 

Senator ANperson. I don’t know whether we can make this a part 
of the record. All of this? 

Mr. Banks. At least we would like to file it with the committee. 

Senator ANperson. Let us consider how much of it we can print. 

Mr. Banks. That is quite all right, sir. 

Senator Anperson. We will just file it for the present and decide 
whether we can print it. These printing costs, particularly on statis- 
tical tables, are large. We will at least print the recommendations. 

Mr. Banks. We request that you include the conclusions and the 
recommendations. 

Senator Anperson. The conclusions and recommendations. I think 
that can be done. 

Mr. Banks. We have other copies here if other members of the 
committee wish them. 

Senator ANperson. I wish you would leave us some extra copies. 

Mr. Banks. We will be very happy to do so. 

Senator ANperson. Thank you. 

Mr. Banks. You will recall that in his report entitled “San Luis 
Unit, Central Valley Project, California,” the Commissioner on Rec- 
lamation proposed two alternative recommendations, which read in 
part: 

It is recommended that: 

(a) the following works constituting the San Luis unit be authorized to be 
constructed, operated, and maintained by the Bureau of Reclamation, Depart- 
ment of the Interior, as an integral part of the Central Valley project, California, 
in accordance with Federal reclamation laws, substantially in accordance with 
plans set forth in this report and with such modifications as may be recom- 
mended by the Commissioner of Reclamation and approved by the Secretary 
of the Interior: or in lieu thereof, that the San Luis unit, with such modifica- 
tions as may be required, be authorized to be constructed by the Bureau of 
Reclamation and upon agreement between the Secretary of the Interior and 
the State of California and with the approval of Congress, be operated and 
maintained by the State of California as an integral part of the proposed 
Feather River project * * *” [Italie supplied. ] 

We believe that the second alternative recommendation of the Com- 
missioner should be adopted and implemented. We believe further 
that this plan of integration will be beneficial both to the Federal 
Government and to the State of California from financial and opera- 
tional standpoints and will provide water service not only to lands 
in the San Luis unit service area, but also to other water deficient 
lands in the State at the lowest possible cost. We believe that under 
our recommended plan of integration the total capital investment both 
by the State and by the Federal Government will be held to a mini- 
mum. It is our opinion that this plan of integration is fully in con- 
sonance with the policies recommended by the Presidential Advisory 
Committee on Water Resources Policy. Under State operation, as 
we propose to be accomplished by agreement with the Secretary of 
the Interior, the amount of water delivered to the San Luis service 
area would be the same and in the same general price range as would 
be made available under Federal operation. 
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Senator Anperson. When you say that it would be upon agreement 
between the Secretary of the Interior and the State of California 
and with the approval of the Congress, would it be your thought that 
the Congress might be advised of these negotiations and have a chance 
to know something about them, or would we just get it in the final 
analysis, saying, * You have to take it this way or nothing happens” / 

Mr. Banks. Certainly, Senator, as far as the State is concerned, 
we would be most happy to keep the Congress fully advised at all 
times. 

Senator Anprerson. We had some discussion of that in connection 
with the Trinity project. We tried to put some language in the bill 
which would give the Congress a chance to be in on the negotiations. 
We noted it in the report because that seemed to be easier after dis 
cussion on the floor. When the bill was passed we were pretty bluntly 
told that we were out of it. 

Mr. Banks. I think I can assure you, Senator, that so far as the 
State is concerned, as I say, we would be most happy to keep the Con 
gress informed fully at all times on the matter. 

Senator Anperson. [ ask that merely because it is a matter in which 
the committee is quite interested. 

Mr. Banks. Specifically our major recommendations are as follows : 

That the San Luis unit should be integrated with the Feather 
River project, and should be authorized by the Congress for construe 
tion by the Secretary of the Interior and for operation and maintenance 
by the State. The various structures should be modified as necessary 
to fune tion as integral parts of the Feather River project. 

That the authori izing legislation should also provide that the State 
of ( ‘alifornia shall acquire and pay for all lands, easements, and rights- 
of-way; that the State shall repay the total construction cost to the 
United States on an interest-free installment basis; and that title to all 
of the works shall pass to the State on completion of repayment. 

Senator Anperson. You don’t mean interest free there on power and 
domestic water and all those things, industry water. You only mean 
the irrigation water, don’t you ¢ 

Mr. Banks. In the San Luis unit as proposed by the Bureau the 
domestic and industrial water features are relatively minor. Yes: it 
would be only on the allocation to irrigation that we would expect to 
have interest-free money. 

Senator Anperson. Have you any idea how much of the total cost 
would be of that character / 

For instance, we started out with a $229 million project. If we take 
off $23 million for flood control—I am not saying that is the final fig 
ure, but we are just speaking of rough figures here—that brings us 
down to about $200 million. Of that $200 million, how much would be 
chargeable to irrigation water / 

Mr. Banks. If I may suggest, perhaps Mr. Spencer can answer 
that more quickly than I can. I would have to refer back to the 
report. Would it be appropriate to ask Mr. Spencer ? 

Mr. Murray. I am A. N. Murray, regional planning engineer of 
the Bureau of Reclamation in Sacramento. About $6 million of that 
total cost is allocated in effect to municipal and industrial water. The 
balance is considered as reimbursable without interest. 

Senator Anperson. Then a mere trickle would be used for domestic 
water. 
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Mr. Murray. About 1 percent of the total supply. 

Senator Anperson. Then you confirm what Mayor Poulson said, 
that the municipalities and areas like that would get practically none 
of this water. It would all go for agricultural purposes. 

Mr. Murray. Of this specific water in this area, yes, sir. 

Senator Kucuerx. Let me see if I understand this, Mr. Chairman, 
if I may break in. 

Senator Anprerson. If the cost is going to be $200 million and they 
have decided that $6 million of that is s reimbursable by municipal users, 
they mean that about 1 percent of the water will be used for indus- 
trial and domestic purposes, and the rest of it is going to be used for 
irrigation of agricultural land, if I have figured it correctly. 

Senator Kucuex. Am I correct that the figures, which the Senator 
accurately states, apply to the Federal portion only and not what you 
are urging as part of your State water plan to be utilized in the 
enlargement of the reservoir capacity ? 

Mr. Banks. Yes. The State proposes 

Senator Kucuet. It is most important. If that is your position it 
ought to be in the record. 

Mr. Banxs. The State proposes at this time, at least, that any costs 
of enlargement and any costs of modification of the unit as proposed 
by the Commissioner, that is, the costs of any modifications necessary 
to make the unit fit in with the State’s Feather River project shall be 
borne by the State directly. 

Senator Kucuen. When you get through with your statement I want 
you specifically to answer the question what the State water plan pro- 
vides for the people of southern California and how the State engi- 
neer would propose to satisfy those needs so far as this one reservoir 
is concerned. 

Mr. Banks. I will attempt to do so, Senator. 

Senator Anperson. Is there any difference of opinion down there ? 
Do you think most of this water is going to be used for irrigation or 
for domestic supplies ? 

Mr. Murray. I would like just to take those three figures. The total 
estimated cost was $229 million, of which about $23 million we have 
assumed in our report would be for flood protection work and of which 
about $6 million would in effect be allocated to municipal and indus- 
trial water. 

Senator Anperson. From that I would conclude that you thought 
that all but 3 percent would therefore be chargeable to irrigation. 

Mr. Murray. That is right. 

Senator Anperson. Therefore all but $6 million would be interest 
free. 

Mr. Mvrray. That is correct. 

Senator Anperson. Therefore we can assume that most of it is going 
to be for the benefit of agricultural owners ? 

Mr. Murray. Yes,sir. That is correct. 

Senator Anperson. The answer is “Yes.” 

Mr. Banxs. We have also recommended that the Secretary of the 
Interior be authorized to negotiate a contract for the use by the State 
of Central Valley project power facilities, to the extent and at the cost 
that such facilities would be associated with the San Luis unit if con- 
structed and operated as an extension of the Central Valley project. 

You will note we propose that the State of California shall acquire 
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and pay for all lands, easements, and rights-of-way for the San Luis 
unit. We propose to acquire not only the lands needed for the initial 
unit of 1 million acre-feet capacity as proposed by the Commissioner 
of Reclamation, but also those lands needed for the ultimate capacity 
reservoir. 

We make this proposal with three thoughts in mind: (1) as tangible 
evidence of the State’s good faith and intent to cooperate fully with the 
Federal Government in an integrated project; (2) to cuyedite con- 
struction of the project, which is badly needed both for the San Luis 
unit service area and for other lands; and (3) as a “downpayment” 
on the project. The California Legislature has already provided 
money to begin the acquisition of these lands. It can be made avail- 
able on July 1, 1956. 

Senator Anperson. Just for the purpose of the record, you know 
about how much the project is going to cost and about how much the 
Federal Government is going to put into it for flood control. How 
much will it cost to pay for all lands, easements, and rights-of-way for 
the San Luis unit? I want to see what the State of California’s con- 
tribution is going to be. 

Mr. Banxs. In the interest of saving time may I ask Mr. Schulz 
to look that up while I finish the statement ? 

Senator Anperson. Certainly. But I wish that we had it here in 
the record when he submits it later. Go right ahead. 

Mr. Schulz, you just break in whenever you get the figure and we 
will put it in later. 

Mr. Banks. However, Governor Knight has stated that he does not 
intend to begin the acquisition of these lands until it has been deter- 
mined whether the Federal Government is to build the San Luis unit, 
or until July 1, 1957, whic ‘hever occurs first. If the Federal Govern- 
ment does decide to build the San Luis unit, acquisition of the lands 
will not begin until mutually satisfactory arrangements have been 
consummated between the Federal and State governments. We do 
not believe that this proposal should in any way act to bar Federal 
construction of the initial San Luis unit, but rather must have the 
opposite effect. There have been many instances where Federal works 
have been built upon land owned by local interests. 

The State proposes to guarantee full reimbursement to the Federal 
Government of all reimbursable costs involved in the construction of 
the initial San Luis unit. We propose to do this on an installment 
basis extended over a 40-year period, beginning with the first payment 
to be made 1 year after construction is completed and operation has 
been assumed by the State of California. The State will assume the 
additional initial capital cost, if any, caused by modifications neces- 
sary for integrated operation. We propose to furnish the same water 
service to the San Luis unit service area that would be furnished were 
the Bureau of Reclamation to operate the unit. 

We would like to call to your attention certain other points noted 
in our review of the San Luis unit report. om any facilities con- 
structed to remove saline waste waters from the San Luis unit serv- 
ice area should be located and designed as part of the master drainage 
system for the entire west side of the San Joaquin Valley, which mas- 
ter system must be provided in the near future. 

Secondly, hitherto Federal practice in the San Joaquin Valley 
has been to consider relift pumping facilities and the energy required 
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for relift pumping, the responsibility of the water users; we question 
the justification of including these as items of Federal expense as now 
proposed for the San Luis unit. 

Third, in the light of the Federal policy as enunciated in the Flood 
Control Act of 1944, the propriety of inclusion of the cost of flood- 
control works as a part of the reimbursable irrigation allocation is 
questionable; furthermore, the economic justification of the proposed 
works within the unit service area has not been demonstrated. 

Senator AnpERson. Does that mean that you question the need 
for these flood-control works / 

Mr. Banks. We would like to see the matter studied further than 
we have so far been able to determine from the San Luis unit report. 
We could find in the report. no economic justification, Senator. The 
Bureau may have such information but we have not seen it yet. We 
merely raise these points at this time. We are not against providing 
flood-control protection to that area to the extent that it is economical- 
ly justified. 

Senator Anperson. Do you mean plans are not far enough along 
so you can tell whether there is going to be any flood-control work 
here? The reason I ask that is this: Is the project ready to be au- 
thorized if you can’t tell yet whether there is flood-control work in 
it ¢ 

Mr. Banks. I think that is a matter which can be cleared up in a 
very short time. As I say, the Bureau may have these studies avail- 
able. We have not seen them. We merely raise the point that it is 
not clear from their report which is under review as to the economic 
justification of the flood control works proposed for that area. If 
economically justified, we would certainly have no objection whatso- 
ever and would be very happy to see it done. 

Senator Anperson. You also talk about relift pumping facilities and 
the energy required for relift pumping. There will be some relift 
pumping, then, on this project 

Mr. Banks. Yes, sir. 

Senator Anprerson. Where will the power come from for that ? 

Mr. Banks. The power will have to come from the Central Valley 
project under the Bureau proposal. 

Senator Anperson. What would be the value of the power for pump- 
ing furnished by the Central Valley project ? 

Mr. Banxs. As I remember the Bureau’s report, Senator, they 
propose an energy charge of 214 mills per kilowatt-hour, with a cer- 
tain proportion of the « capit: al costs of the Central V alley project pow- 
er facilities reallocated to irrigation in connection with this proj- 
ect and to be repaid on that basis. 

Senator Anperson. A 21% mill charge is pretty low, isn’t it? 

Mr. Banxs. Yes, sir. 

Senator ANnpgerson. Would the project be feasible without the 214 
mill power; if it had to be 6 mill power, for example, which we have 
in many parts of the country / 

Mr. Banks. I think the Bureau report shows rather clearly that 
the San Luis unit, even with 244 mill power, has to be subsidized 
to some extent as far as its financial repayment is concerned, either 
by the Central Valley project, that is, the remainder of the Central 
Valley project, or from other sources. 
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Senator Anperson. Even with 2, mill power it has to have sub 
sidy / 

Mr. Banks. Yes, I believe I am correct in that, as | remember the 
financial studies. 

Senator Anprerson. Do you know how much subsidy’ Maybe the 
Bureau can testify to that. 

Mr. Banks. I think they could. I have some figures here that I 
could dig out of my briefcase. 

Senator ANpEeRsSOoN. Put a notation down, If we don't get the testi 
mony from the Bureau, please supply it for the record. 

Mr. Banks. We will be very happy to do that. 

Senator Anprrson. It may come in the Bureau's testimony. 

If the State goes ahead and builds it, would you expect that subsidy 
for the State plan as well 

Mr. Banks. Not from the Central Valley project, ho. 

Senator AnpERson. Where would you get it / 

Mr. Banxs. It would then become a part of the Feather River 
project in its entirety. 

Senator ANpERSON. Proceed. 

Mr. Banks. Fourth, we believe that construction should be ex 
pecited so as to commence water deliveries not later than L961. 

Senator Anperson. I have got to ask vou a question there, because 
it comes home toa great many of us. You want to expedite water 
deliveries not later th: an 1961, which is pretty soon. When we tried 
tO pass the U p per ¢ ‘olorado project bill some of the peop le from out 
in your part of the world thought it would be well te put in this 
provision. Lam quoting now from section 4 of the act : 

That for a period of 10 years from the date of enactment of this act no 
water from any participating project authorized by this act shall be delivered 
to any water user for the production of new irrigated lands of any basic agricul 
tural Commodities as defined in the Agricultural Act of 1849 or any amendment 
thereof, if the total supply of such commodity for the marketing vear in which 
the bulk of the crop would normally be marketed is in excess of the normal 
supply as defined in section 301 (b) (1) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act 
of 1938 as amended, unless the Secretary of Agriculture calls for an 


increased 
production of such commodity in the interest of national security. 


1961 is considerably earlier than 10 years. Would the State of 
California object to the inclusion of the same language that we wanted 
in the Upper Colorado River bill ¢ 

Mr. Banks. Before I answer that specific question, may I point 
out that many of the lands involved in the San Luis unit are already 
under irrigation. 

Senator Anperson. Then this is a supplemental project / 

Mr. Banks. Toa considerable extent it is a supplement: al project. 

Senator Anperson. Aren’t they grazing lands / 

Mr. Banks. There are grazing lands in it. The exact proportion I 
don’t recall at this time. I suspect the Bureau has those figures. We 
can dig them out. It is in our report but I don’t happen to recall the 
hgures at the moment. 

Senator Anperson. To the degree that new lands are put under irri- 
gation, would the State of California object to a 10-year limitation 
of this nature ¢ 

Mr. Banks. Within the San Luis unit service area, certainly, Sen- 
ator, if in the wisdom of the Congress, it were decided that such a 
limitation would be in the national interest, I don’t think we could 
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very well object to it. On the other hand we do not ask that it be 
done. fh 

Senator Anperson. No, I can understand you wouldn’t ask for it. 
When one of the projects for Nebraska came before the committee the 
other day we wrote in this 10-year limitation, feeling that if it was 
wise legislation on the upper Colorado project, it must be wise on all 
of them. My offhand guess would be that there won’t be any irrigation 
yrojects legislation passed during the next few years without that 
iam in it. : 

Mr. Banks. As I said, I doubt that the State would object to that 
limitation, but we don’t ask for it. 

Senator Anperson. I understand that a good many of the agricul- 
tural products in the State of California are not items which are in 
surplus production. 

Mr. Banks. That is true. 

Senator Anperson. Cotton would be. [imagine some wheat. Graz- 
ing, of course, could not possible be so regarded. But you would not 
use irrigated land for too much grazing. I just wanted to raise that 
because I want to get an expression from you later on. 

Mr. Banks. Of course, the great urgency of providing additional 
water to this area and to the remainder of the San Joaquin Valley 
on the west and south sides is that the present economy is seriously 
threatened by the depletion of the ground water resources. 

Senator Anperson. I was going to ask: Isn’t it correct to say that 
a great deal of this land is now irrigated by pumps? 

Mr. Banxs. That is right. 

Senator Anperson. The depth of that pumping operation has gone 
from 225 feet, where I saw a good deal of it when I was in the area, 
down to 400 feet. 

Mr. Banks. That is correct. 

Senator Anprerson. Any time you drop down to the 400-foot level 
you tremendously increase the cost of pumping. 

Mr. Banks. Not only energy costs but also the capital costs of 
the well and the pumping plants are increased. In this case, because 
the water table is dropping so rapidly, there must be quite frequent 
replacements and deepening of the wells. 

Senator Anperson. I think it would be useful if we might have 
for the committee some estimate of how much of this land is now 
being cultivated and is being supplied by water from pumping. Obvi- 
ously the pumped water is just as good for irrigation and sometimes 
a little better than the water which comes from these dams. That 
may not be true in this particular instance, but in our State our 
pumped water is freer from weed seeds and so forth. 

Mr. Banxs. There are some quality problems in this area. I think 
it is generally true that the surface water which will be furnished 
will be of better quality, although there may be, as you say, weed- 
seed problems. 

Senator, with respect to these data which you request, we have 
assumed that the Bureau would be able to give all of those data. 

Senator Anprrson. I am only asking these questions because, as I 
understand it, the Bureau hasn’t as yet an official position that has 
been cleared by the Department of the Interior. Therefore what 
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your record, it will have some value to us. We may get it from the 
Bureau, and if we do, you may ignore the request. ‘We don’t need 
the information twice. 

Mr. Banks. We will be happy to furnish any information we have. 
In order to carry out the objectives discussed above, we have drafted 
certain amendments to the bill, and with the permission of the com- 
mittee, I would like to make them a part of the record. 

Again I want to express my personal appreciation and that of the 
State of California for the opportunity to appear here today. 

Senator Anperson. We will make them a part of the record, but don’t 
you think you ought to discuss them a little bit for the record ? 

Mr. Banks. If you wish me to, Senator. 

Senator AnpeERSON. Briefly. 

(The amendments follow :) 


SUGGESTED AMENDMENTS TO 8S. 178, 84TH CONGRESS, IST SESSION, RECOMMENDED 
BY THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


It is recommended that the present bill be amended to read as follows: 

S. 178, a bill to authorize the Secretary of the Interior to construct the San 
Luis unit, California, and to negotiate an agreement for the integration of such 
project with the Feather River project of the State of California, and for other 
purposes. 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That, for the principal purposes of furnishing 
water for the irrigation of approximately four hundred and forty thousand acres 
of land in Merced, Fresno, and Kings Counties, California, and as incidents 
thereto of furnishing water for municipal and domestic use and providing recrea- 
tional and fish and wildlife benefits, the Secretary of the Interior (herein referred 
to as “the Secretary”) is authorized to construct, pursuant to the terms of this 
act, the San Luis unit to be operated and maintained by the State of California 
(herein referred to as “the State”), under an agreement with the Secretary, as 
an integral part of the State’s Feather River project. The principal engineering 
features of said unit shall be a dam and reservoir at or near the San Luis site 
with an initial capacity of approximately one million acre-feet and designed for 
ultimate expansion to two million one hundred thousand acre-feet, a forebay 
and afterbay, a canal leading south from the reservoir with a capacity of approxi- 
mately nine thousand cubic feet per second, and such other project works and 
features, including minimum basic recreational features, as may be included in 
the agreement between the United States and the State referred to in sections 2 
and 3 of this Act. In constructing the San Luis unit, the Secretary shall be 
governed by the Federal reclamation laws (Act of June 17, 1903, 32 Stat. 388, 
and Acts amendatory thereof or supplementary thereto), except so far as the 
provisions thereof are inconsistent with this Act. 

Sec. 2. The Secretary of the Interior is hereby authorized and directed to 
negotiate an agreement with the State to carry out the objectives of this Act 
and to report the negotiated agreement to the Congress on or before July 1, 
1957. Upon approval of such agreement by the Congress, the Secretary is au- 
thorized to execute the agreement on behalf of the United States and shall there- 
after commence construction of the San Luis unit and shall complete it as 
expeditiously as possible. 

Src. 8. The agreement between the United States and the State shal! pro- 
vide: 

(a) The project works and features to be constructed. These should sub- 
stantially conform to the report of the Department of the Interior entitled, 
“San Luis Unit, Central Valley Project, California’, dated August 4, 1955, 
modified to the extent required for integration and coordinated operation with 
the State’s Feather River project, as generally outlined in the Views and 
Recommendations of the State of California on Proposed Report of the Depart- 
ment of the Interior on San Luis Unit, Central Valley Project, California, dated 
March 1956, or as may otherwise be agreed upon by the Secretary and thé 
State. The State shall pay any increased costs covered by such modifications. 

(b) That the State shall acquire and pay for all lands, easements, and rights- 
of-way for the San Luis unit and shall allow their use by the United States 
without charge. 
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(c) That the State shall assume operation and maintenance of the unit upon 
its completion. 

(d) That the State shall repay to the United States in 40 equal annual install- 
ments the reimbursable construction costs of the unit. Such repayment shall 
commence in the year following that in which the State assumes operation and 
maintenance of the unit and shall be upon an interest free basis. Upon com- 
pletion of repayment, the Secretary is authorized and directed to convey title 
to ali Unit works to the State. 

‘¢) Such other terms and conditions as are required to carry out and imple- 
ment the intent of this Act. 

Mr. Banks. These are general in nature and encompass our recom- 
mendations as set forth in our statement. 

Senator AnperRson. It seems that what you want done is to present 
a new bill. 

Mr. Banxs. It almost had to be that, Senator. 

Senator ANDERSON. I am not questioning the desirability of it. I 
am trying to get in the record the general nature of the amendments. 

Mr. BANKs. In effect it is a rewrite of the bill to incorporate our 
recommendations. 

Senator Anprrson. Do you have some questions, Senator Kuchel / 

Senator KucHEL. Yes. 

Mr. Banks, assuming that the Congress were to consider your 
recommendations for legislation under which some $225 million would 
be authorized for expenditure for the construction of the San Luis 
Dam under, as you here suggest, a policy of integration, how, then, 
does the State of ( ‘alifornia propose to integr ate the Feather River 
project into that / 

Mr. Banks. Senator, with the operation of the reservoir by the 
State of California, we see no problems of integration as far as opera- 
tion is concerned. It would be exactly the same from the standpoint 
of operation, as far as the State is concerned, as it would be were the 
State to build it initially. 

The State would guarantee, however, as I say, to furnish water 
service to the San Luis service area just as is proposed by the Bureau 
of Reclamation. 

Senator Kucuent. The $229 million would buy how much storage 

capac it y ¢ 

Mr. Banxs. Elsewhere—— 

Senator Kucne.. No; right at San Luis. 

Mr. Banxs. It would be able to buy the million acre-feet. 

Senator Kucne.. What capacity would the State of California be 
required to have there for full utilization of the State water plan and 
the Feather River project ? 

Mr. Banxs. 2,100,000 acre-feet. 

Senator Kucnen. Does that, then, contemplate an increase of ca- 
pacity by the State ¢ 

Mr. Banks. Yes; it does. 

Senator Kucnen. Does the State have any timetable on the con- 
struction of the Feather River project ? 

Mr. Banks. The State hopes to start construction of the Feather 
River project in the spring of 1957. So far as the enlargement of 

San Luis Reservoir is concerned, our present estimates are - that that 


should be done in the early 1970's at the latest. 

Senator Kucuet. Do I recall correctly that the State’s plan, so far 
as the Feather River project is concerned, is a billion and a half dol- 
lars undertaking ? 
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Mr. Banks. Yes, sir, that is the amount involved under general 
obligation bond financing. ; 

Senator Kucuen. Under your time schedule, then, is the legislature 
required to approve the plan of issuing those bonds, subject to the 
vote of the people / 

Mr. Banks. Yes. 

Senator Kucner. Is it the plan of the State that that probably 
would be considered in the sessions of the legislature commencing 
next January ¢ 

Mr. Banks. Yes, Senator. We will present to the legislature when 
it convenes on the 2d of January, our recommendations as to a 
financing plan not only for the Fe ather River project, but also for 
other needed water development projects in the State. 

Senator Kucuer. Then that would be subject to the elective process 
and approval by the people / 

Mr. Banks. Insofar as bond issues are concerned, ves. I think 
the Governor has made it rather clear that he hopes that a consider 
able portion of the State financing of water development projects can 
be done from sources of revenue other than bond issues? 

Senator Kucuen. If we are talking about the realm of a billion 
and a half dollars, however, I think we can realistically realize that 
the people of our State are going to be c: alled upon to approve a bond 
issue perhaps never before undertaken by them in the history of our 
State. Isthat not correct ‘ 

Mr. Banks. It will be among the largest. As I say, 1 hope that 
we don’t have to depend upon a bond issue entirely. I believe that 
2 substantial amount of funds can be made available on an annual 
basis without bonds, but certainly it is my opinion at this time that 
some bond issue will be required. This is purely belief and a tenta 
tive guess at this time. 

Senator Kucuen.. At any time, a plan of integration, which is the 
State position, would encompass the use of part of the State’s moneys 
to increase the capacity of the federally constructed dam / 

Mr. Banks. Yes. 

Senator Kucner. Operation, however, of the entire project re- 
maining with the State ¢ 

Mr. Banks. Yes. 

Senator Kucnwe.. By the word “operation,” we are talking about 
control, operation, and complete management of the dam in accord 
ance with the recommendations you have made here in the Federal 
legislation ¢ 

Mr. Banks. And in accordance with the contract to be negotiated 
between the State and the Secretary of the Interior and approved by 
the Congress. 

Senator Kucue.. If you utilize the waters in the dam to the extent 
that the Federal Government would participate in that area, is it 
subject to Federal reclamation law or not: 

Mr. Banks. We have assumed that the Federal reclamation laws 
would apply to the San Luis unit service area as proposed by the 
Bureau of Reclamation. 

Senator Kucne.. How far south in the valley does that service 
area extend ¢ 

Mr. Banks. Perhaps I could show you best, Senator, by reference 
toamap. It extends southerly to about Kettleman City. © 
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Senator Kucnet. What plans does the State have with respect to 
the supply of water under the Feather River project to the people 
who live in the southern section of the San Joaquin Valley ? 

Mr. Banxs. Our present planning is for the State to build a canal 
south from the southerly end of the San Luis unit service area to 
serve the remainder of the south and western portions of the San 
Joaquin Valley, service to begin there at the same time that service 
begins in the San Luis unit service area. 

Senator Kucuet. Would that supplemental water be available for 
both domestic and industrial, as well as agricultural purposes? 

Mr. Banks. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kucne.. How, then, would the plan proceed to take the 
water into southern California ? 

Mr. Banxs. Do you mean the physical location or the timing? 

Senator Kucue. Both. 

Mr. Bank«s. As to the physical location of the aqueduct or the con- 
duit which is to take water into southern California, that has not 
been finalized as yet. The legislature made an appropriation at the 
last session of approximately $1,100,000 to complete the studies neces- 
sary to determine the proper location of the conduit to serve the area 
south of the Tehachapis as well as possibly certain coastal areas. So 
the exact route, whether it be the coast or over the hill or around or 
through, has not as yet been finalized. 

Senator Kucuex. That will be one of the problems which you will 
have under the appropriation of the legislature made—when, at the 
last session ? 

Mr. Banus. Yes. 

Senator Kucuer. With respect to the water needs of the people of 
southern California generally—I am talking now about the area be- 
tween the border and the Tehachapi Mountains—would the water of 
the Feather River project be available for all types of beneficial con- 
sumptive use, including agricultural ? 

Mr. Banks. Yes. 

Senator Kucuet. Is there any quarrel in our State with respect to 
the adoption of the Feather River project? Are our State people 
fairly well united on the Feather River project? 

Mr. Banks. Yes; I believe so. 

Senator Kucuen., Has any contrary plan been offered ? 

Mr. Banxs. No; there has not been; that is, a comprehensive plan. 
There are certain alternative plans which have been advancd as to 
whether the conduit should go down the east side of the valley or the 
west side of the valley, or some other location, but as far as the general 
proposal is concerned, so far as I know, there has been no formal, com- 
prehensive plan as yet developed for moving the waters of the northern 
part of the State to the south other than ours. 

Senator Kucner. The questions remaining, would you say, are gen- 
erally of an engineering nature, which could be solved professionally 
rather than on a political policy basis? 

Mr. Banxs. No; I wouldn’t say they are all engineering. There are 
some serious engineering problems, but also there remains the problem 
of the so-called counties of origin or the allocation of water. How- 
ever, I believe that that problem—and this is a personal opinion— 
will be resolved at the next general session of the legislature. 

Senator Kucnet., You speak now of the legal or constitutional ques- 
tion? 
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Mr. Banxs. The legal question primarily. 

Senator Kucner. With respect to carrying water from one section 
to another ? 

Mr. Banks. Essentially I think the problem is that the people of 
the north, where the water originates, or the areas having a surplus 
of water, want to be assured that their water needs will be met, too, as 
well as providing for these interregional transfers of water. The peo- 
ple in the areas of origin need many water projects also. 

Senator Kucnet. What action was taken at the last session of the 
legislature with respect to the appropriation of moneys by which the 
State would purchase real properties in connection with the Feather 
River project ? 

Mr. Banks. The State legislature appropriated moneys to begin a 
3-year program of acquisition of lands and rights-of-way for Oroville 
Reservoir and Dam site and for the afterbays and powerplant; for 
the acquisition of the lands, rights-of-way and easements required for 
the San Luis Dam, Reservoir, and forebay; for the acquisition of 
certain regulatory reservoir sites on the conduit which we propose to 
take from the Delta to serve Alameda, Contra Costa, Santa Clara, and 
San Benito Counties. 

Senator Kucuex:. And what else? 

Mr. Banxs. Do you mean for the acquisition of land and rights-of- 
way? That is all. 

Senator Kucnet. Oroville Dam site? 

Mr. Banxs. Oroville Dam and reservoir site and afterbays. 

Senator Kucuer. San Luis Dam site? 

Mr. Banks. Yes, sir. The total funds required have not all been 
appropriated yet. We have recommended to the legislature that it 
be a 3-year program. They have appropriated the initial or first 
year’s funds for that 3-year program. 

Senator Kucue.. Does the Department have a figure by way of esti- 
mate as to the cost to the State of land acquisition for ben sites and 
appurtenant and necessary real property acquisition ? 

Mr. Banks. Yes; we have that figure. I don’t have the information 
offhand. 

Senator Kucuen. Would you supply it to the committee? 

Mr. Banks. I can supply it to the committee and will be most happy 
to. The total figure we can get out of this report. 

Senator Kucue.. All right. 

Has the appropriation in toto been made by the legislature? 

Mr. Banks. No; the appropriation in toto has not been made. 

Senator Kucue,. How much money has been appropriated by the 
legislature ? 

Mr. Banks. To initiate the work on the Feather River project, that 
is, the acquisition of lands and rights-of-way as I have described them, 
plus the first year’s work on the preparation of construction plans and 
specifications, plus the aqueduct studies which I have mentioned— 
the total appropriation was $9,350,000. 

Senator Kucuex. The total required you do not have now? 

Mr. Banks. We can get it out of here. 

Mr. Scuutz. The total right-of-way for the project on the Feather 
River project is about $43 million. 

Senator Warxrns (presiding). That is for right-of-way alone? 

Mr. Scuvutz. When I say right-of-way that includes also the relo- 
cation of improvements that have to be moved as a result of acquisition. 
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Senator Watkins. That is part of the overall cost of getting the 
right-of-way ¢ 

Mr. Banks. That is right. 

Senator Kucnen. So you have a dual concept here, of enlargement 
of the service area of the Federal Central Valley project, with the 
construction to be undertaken by the people of California under a 
State water plan, the Feather River project at the moment, in which 
the State recommends to this committee that one segment of the Fed- 
eral project, to wit, the San Luis Dam, be permitted on an integrated 
basis to be utilized by the State in its Feather River project? 

Mr. Banks. Yes. That is the proposal upon which we made our 
review. 

Senator Kucnev. I want to spell it out, Senator, so you will under- 
stand. There will be citizens of my State this afternoon who in vary- 
ing degrees will object to this. I want to try to indicate to the com- 
mittee the picture of this integration. I suppose we have people we 
can call segregationists, who do not want to utilize any portion of 
storage capacity in the Federal project and who to varying degrees 
will make contrary recommendations. But the position of the State 
engineer and His Excellency, the Governor, who spoke earlier, is that 
it would be in the interest of the people to have the Congress permit 
State operation of one of the dams, both for the benefit of the Federal 
service area and also as one unit in the State service area, which would 
to all intents and purposes be the balance of the State. 

Isn’t that about right? 

Mr. Banxs. Not quite the balance of the State, Senator. 

Senator Kucner. A great portion of it? 

Mr. Bayxs. A considerable portion of it; yes. Most of the presently 
water-deficient areas or those which will become water-deficient areas 
in the near future. 

Senator Kucue:. I have no further questions. 

Senator Wark’ xs Do I understand correctly there is a difference 
of opinion in California on the merits of this matter ? 

Senator Kucuet. I think there will be some divergence of view 
inevitably. 

Senator Watkins. With that explanation, I feel more at home. 

Senator Kucue:. Mr. Chairman, I wonder what the plans of the 
committee are for this afternoon. 

Mr. Linewraver. As soon as we finish with Mr. Banks, we plan to 
recess until 2 o’clock. 

The first witness at 2 o’clock will be Congressman Gubser. He will 
be followed by the Department of the Interior and the Bureau of 
Reclamation. 

We will hear Senator Knowland whenever he comes. He will be 
taken care of because of his time schedule. 

Senator Watkins. With that I agree. 

Mr. Banxs. May I make one more request? We would like to file 
with the committee for its information a copy of our Feather River 
project. 

Mr. Linewraver. Yes. We would like to have several copies of that. 

Mr. Banks. We will be very happy to provide them. 

Senator Watkins. That will be made a part of the file, but probably 
not be printed as part of the record. 

Mr. Banxs. That is merely for your information. 
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Senator, I want to thank the committee very much for the privilege 
of appearing here today. It was a pleasure to meet with you. 

Senator Warkrns. The committee will be in recess until 2 o’clock 
this afternoon. 

(Whereupon, at 12:50 p. m., the committee was recessed, to recon- 
vene at 2 p. m., the same day.) 


AFTERNOON SESSION 


Senator Anperson. The committee will come to order, 

Our first witness will be Representative Charles S. Gubser, a Mem- 
ber of Congress from the 10th District of California. 

eerie anyving Congressman Gubser will be Michael H. Antonacci, 
director of planning, San Jose, Calif.; E. R. Hanna, vice chairman, 
board of directors, Tri-County Water Authority, and chairman of 
the board of directors, San Benito County Water Conservation and 
Flood Control District: and Albert T. Henley, attorney, Santa Clara- 
Alameda, San Benito Water Authority. 


STATEMENT OF HON. CHARLES S. GUBSER, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA; ACCOMPANIED 
BY MICHAEL H. ANTONACCI, DIRECTOR OF PLANNING, SAN JOSE, 
CALIF.; E. R. HANNA, VICE CHAIRMAN, BOARD OF DIRECTORS, 
TRI-COUNTY WATER AUTHORITY, CHAIRMAN OF BOARD OF 
DIRECTORS, SAN BENITO COUNTY WATER CONSERVATION AND 
FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT; AND ALBERT T. HENLEY, ATTORNEY, 
SANTA CLARA-ALAMEDA-SAN BENITO WATER AUTHORITY 


Senator .ANpERSON. Congressman Gubser, we are very glad to have 
you present today. You may proceed with your statement. 

Mr. Gurser. Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, the 
purpose of my testimony here is to urge Federal construction of the 
San Luis project, if possible, and for inclusion in that project the ex- 
tension to the Santa Clara-Alameda-San Benito area as an integral 
unit of that project. 

I have prepared a statement which I would like to have inserted into 
the record, if I may. 

Senator ANperson. That may be done. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT OF Hon. CHARLES 8S. GUBSER, MEMBER OF CONGRESS, 10TH DrsTRICT, 
CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Chairman, in appearing before you to urge your approval of the San Luis 
unit and the Santa Clara-San Benito-Alameda unit of the Central Valley project, 
I am speaking as the representative of a district where water and water problems 
constitute the, greatest single challenge to the maintenance and further develop- 
ment of our economy. During the course of my testimony, I will show the nature 
of this problem, created by the geography of the area, its economy, and its 
continuing development. I will further show how the local people, in recogni- 
tion of the problem, have taken vigorous action to help themselves by organizing 
conservation districts, by investing large local resources in Water conservation 
works, and by making available for use—to the maximum of their ability 
every drop of water which might otherwise go to waste. 

I propose to show how all these efforts, beneficial though they have been and 
are, fail to supply sufficient water to arrest recession of our water table and 
to supply the economy of the area and its people with adequate water resources. 
The conclusion, obviously, must be that water importation from areas with 
surplus supply is a vital necessity for my district. Integration of Santa Clara 
and San Benito Counties in the Central Valley project and construction of the 
San Luis project is one of the most important steps toward solution of our 
problem. 
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THE PROBLEM 


Santa Clara County, the largest population and economic unit in my district, 
and neighboring San Benito County, which is the largest geographically, are both 
hemmed in by mountains on both sides. From the south shore of San Francisco 
Bay, the Santa Clara Valley stretches southeast between the Santa Cruz Moun- 
tains and the Mount Hamilton Range. Contiguous San Benito County is flanked 
by the Diablo and Gabilan Ranges. Thus, both are cut off from California’s 
great Central Valley, the Sierra Nevada Mountains, and the principal sources 
of water. 

Historically, both these counties have been predominantly agricultural. Santa 
Clara County, with some 124,000 acres in agricultural production, still ranks 
20th in the Nation, with more than $100 million worth produced in 1955. Prunes 
are by far the largest single crop, accounting for about one-fifth of the total 
dollar value, and making Santa Clara County the prune center of the world. 
Almost two-thirds of the agricultural acreage of the county is planted in fruit 
and nut crops, with vegetables the next greatest commodity. 

(Table 1 shows a breakdown of crops and acreage. ) 


TABLE No. 1.—Agricultural production of Santa Clara County, Calif. 
A. Agriculural acreage (1954) : 


Acres 
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San Benito County, covering some 893,400 acres, has more than 88 percent of 
its total area in forms. Of this, 663,000 acres are in pasture, 73,800 acres in 
harvested cropland, and more than 30,500 acres of cropland in pasture. The 
1955 agricultural production was valued at $16,914,073, of which fruit and nut 
crops accounted for $6,122,342; row crops, including sugar beets, $5,096,062; 
livestock and poultry, $4,636,388; and field crops, $1,059,281. Total assessed 
valuation in the county was $36,806,895 for the 1955-56 fiscal year. 

During the past decade these areas have experienced an era of fantastic and 
unprecedented growth and development. Industrialization, which began in 
volume during the war years, has become a tidal wave since the war. Cur- 
rently new industry is settling in Santa Clara County’s plentiful sites daily; 
and with it come people who work in industry, business, professions, and trades. 
Santa Clara County population was 175,000 in 1940, and grew to 290,000 during 
the war and immediate postwar years. It was 370,000 in 1954 and 407,000 in 
1955. The current estimate is 465,000. 

Naturally these people produce assets. The progressing industrialization has 
brought with it a steady increase in assessed valuation. Where valuation of 
property was a little over $159 million in 1940, it had risen to nearly $350 million. 
by 1950, and to $623,921,820 during the current fiscal year. 

(Table No. 2 shows the population and assessed valuation :) 
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TABLE No. 2 
Population of Santa Clara County, Calif. 
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It follows, then, that the need for water is constantly increasing in this area. 
Yet, the available resources become more inadequate from year to year. The 
westerly mountain ranges cut down on the annual rainfall. Irrigation is neces 
sary for our crops. Water tables are constantly dropping, and the influx of 
industry and population means a sharp increase in both industrial and domestic 
use of water. 

In the Hollister Basin of San Benito County, the ground water level measured 
from 1924 to date shows a mean drop of 48 feet, with the bulk of the acreage 
showing a drop of from 40 to 60 feet. An additional problem consists in the 
presence in toxic concentration of boron in the underground water supply. Vos 
sibly 6,000 acres in the eastern portion of the Hollister Valley are involved in 
this problem. This is an area which was once used for highly specialized crops 
and which is now practically out of cultivation. Because of the lowering water 
table, the wells in this area penetrated strata where the concentration of boron 
is sufficiently high to be toxic to most plants. The only solution to this problem 
is the introduction of water of good quality for irrigation purposes. 

Ground table recession is even greater in Santa Clara County. 

(Table No. 3 shows the water table at the end of the irrigation season during 
the past 45 years:) 


TABLE No. 3 











DS SAN LUIS (CALIFORNIA) IRRIGATION DEVELOPMENT 





LOCAL ACTION 


The people of this district have not been idle in the face of this acute water 
problem. With energy and foresight, they have used every means at their dis- 
posal to help themselves by conserving to the very best of their ability every drop 
of water that otherwise might have gone to waste. They have done this by 
forming water conservation districts and by constructing, with their own re- 
sources, water conservation works. They have built dams to impound water 
in reservoirs during the short months of winter rainfall. They have built canals 
to transport water from storage areas to deficiency areas. They have done 
everything possible to percolate as much water as possible into the ground strata 
to replenish local wells. As will be shown, all these efforts, and the implementa- 
tion of now pending supplementary proposals, have kept the area going as an 
agricultural and industrial boom sector. The fact remains, however, that even 
the maximum local effort falls short of the water need. There just is not enough 
water in the district to meet the ever-increasing demand. 

Five major organizations are the instruments of local action for water con- 
servation and distribution. Four are water conservation districts. The fifth 
is an all-encompassing tricounty authority constituting a legal agency which can 
deal with other agencies, including State and Federal Governments, in questions 
relating to water. The four districts are the Santa Clara Valley Water Con- 
servation District, hereinafter referred to as the northern district; the Southern 
Santa Clara Valley Water Conservation District, hereinafter referred to as the 
southern district; the Pacheco Pass Water District, hereinafter referred to as 
the Pacheco District: and the San Benito County Water Conservation District, 
hereinafter referred to as the San Benito District. The tricounty agency is the 
Santa Clara-San Benito-Alameda Water Authority. 


THE NORTHERN DISTRICT 


The story of the northern district goes back as far as 1913, when a group of 
local citizens commissioned hydraulic engineers to prepare a report on the water 
resources of the valley. Interrupted by World War I, the report finally was 
completed in 1921. It pointed out that only about 38 percent of the winter’s 
precipitation was percolated into the underground gravels and that 62 percent 
was lost. In 1929 the district was organized, after a successful election, with 
the aim of saving that 62 percent. 

During the years since its inception, the northern district has invested more 
than $10 million to salvage waste waters. In the initial phase, dams were con- 
structed on Almaden, Calero, Coyote, Guadalupe, and Stevens Creeks, and the 
Vasona Dam on Los Gatos Creek. Also built were diversion dams, spreading 
dams, and canals to distribute the water to the best percolation areas in the 
valley. Later the district built Leroy Anderson Dam and Lexington Dam. 
Viewed from the air, one cannot help but notice that the conservation works of 
this district are, for the size of the area involved, more complex than the great 
Central Valley project. 

(Table No. 4 shows the location and capacities of these works. ) 
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‘TABLE No. 4 
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While the total capacity for storage now is 144,000 acre-feet, the maximum 
that can be percolated into the ground in one season currently is 90,000 acre- 
feet, and the annual draft now is some 125,000 acre-feet and has run as high as 
more than 140,000 acre-feet. The pumping cost runs about $10 per acre-foot, 
and the district tax rate is 81 cents per $100 of assessed valuation. 

(Table No. 5 shows the rate of water pumped by the northern district. ) 


TABLE No. 5.—Water pumped by Northern District, Santa Clara County, Calif. 


A cre-feet A cre-feet 

1934 69, 000 1945 i 130, 000 
1935 84, 000 1946 141, 000 
1936 80, 000 1947 139, 000 
1937 76, 000 1948 ‘ 128, 000 
1938 s 99, 000 1949__. 27, 000 
1939 - 100, 000 1950... . 120, 000 
1940 \ 98, 000 1951 a | 117, 000 
1941 "s : 103, 000 1952 132, 000 
1942 , 123, 000 1953 120, 000 
1943 js a 137, 000 1954. .... : 125, 000 
1944. __ 127, 000 


In view of the continuing water deficit, the district is currently contemplating 
an $11 million improvement program, which would add a storage capacity of 
13,400 acre-feet, and would considerably improve the existing percolating and 
distributing facilities. These projected dams would be built on the Penitencia, 
Guadalupe, Silver and Dry, Calabazas, and Permanente Creeks. Details of these 
plans are contained in the attached pamphlet entitled “1956 Waste Water Salvage 
Project.” 

THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT 


The southern district, which comprises some 35,000 acres, has 2 major works. 
One is Chesbro Dam, on Llagas Creek, the other is a dam on Uvas Creek, now 
under construction. 

Chesbro Dam holds 7,500 acre-feet, including 3,500 acre-feet for flood control. 
The $3,500,000 Uvas Dam project will feed a 50 second-foot pipeline which will 
dump water from the Uvas into Llagas Creek. 

The overdraft of water in the southern district was 4,000 acre-feet in 1940. 
This has doubled since then, and is expected to redouble ultimately. Pumping 
costs in the district run from $8 to $10 per acre-foot. The tax rate is $3.80 per 
$100 of assessed valuation. Think of paying a $3.80 tax rate for water conserva- 
tion! Certainly, such a burden entitles our taxpayers to the claim that they have 
tried to help themselves before erying for assistance. 

(Table No, 6 shows the southern district installations. ) 
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THE PACHECO DISTRIC' 


The Pacheco district operates a 6,150-acre-foot reservoir which cost some $321,- 
000. Assessed valuation of the 5,000 acres in this district is $608,000, and the 
district assessment tax rate is $2 per $100 of assessed valuation. There is an 
existing overdraft of 7,000 acre-feet per year in this area, but to obtain optimum 
crop yield and an adequate supply for municipal and the growing industrial 
uses it will be necessary to add another 10,000 acre-feet. The local requirement 
for addition water, then, is some 17,000 acre-feet 


THE SAN BENITO DISTRICT 


The San Benito district is a newly formed district in northern San Benito 
County. The area encompasses 40,0060 irrigated acres having an assessed valua- 
tion of $30 million. The district operates a 3,500-acre-foot reservoir at Paicines, 
on the San Benito River, for percolation purposes in the Hollister Basin. Activi- 
ties also include flood control and construction of an 18,000-acre-foot dam on the 
San Benito River at Hernandez, 60 miles from Hollister. is under consid 
eration at this time. 

TRICOUNTY WATER AUTHORITY 


The Santa Clara-San Benito-Alameda Water Authority was created because 
the several water-conservation districts of these three counties recognized com- 
mon problems and common needs. Individually, they knew that even maximum 
effort could not permanently solve the water problem. Collectively they thought 
that, together, they would be better able to negotiate with State and Federal 
Governments toward the necessary end of water importation. Consequently, a 
citizens’ committee was formed early in 1955 to plan organization of a tricounty 
water authority. Under the able chairmanship of my predecessor in office, Hon- 
Jack Z. Anderson, this committee grew into a full-fledged organization which was 
legally constituted by act of the Legislature of the State of California last year. 


FEDERAL ACTION 


Two other pertinent factors must be mentioned here. Both represent action 
taken as a result of the need for water importation. sjoth have their roots in 
the Engle-Miller-Anderson bill which was passed and enacted into law in 1949 
by the Sist Congress. One was the preparation, by the Bureau of Reclamation 
of the Department of the Interior, of a reconnaissance report of the Hollister 
area. The other is a full-fledged feasibility report of the integration of the 
Santa Clara-San Benito-Alameda area into the Central Valley project of Cali- 
fornia. Funds for this report are included in the budget submitted to the Con- 
gress by the Department of the Interior for the coming fiscal year. 

Mr. Chairman, in 1951 I was the sponsor in the Assembly of the California 
Legislature of S. B. 1054, the measure which authorized the Feather River 
project and which became chapter 1441, Statutes of 1951. In spite of this, I 
favor the authorization of Federal construction of the San Luis project and the 
Santa Clara-San Benito-Alameda unit of the Central Valley project unless the 
State of California, in implementation of its plans, proceeds with construction 
within 5 years. 

CONCLUSION 


I have shown the urgent and growing water needs of my district. I have 
shown how the people have taken every possible action to help themselves and 
to develop their own local water resources while conserving every bit of waste 
water than can be saved. I have shown how even this action is insufficient to 
meet the need, and that, in logical conclusion, importation of outside water is 
imperative. I have further shown how the people of 3 counties, in recognition 
of their common needs, have banded together and formed an organization under 
State law which is able to speak authoritatively for all concerned, making it 
possible for the State and Federal Governments to deal with just 1 agency. 

On the basis of this information, I respectfully urge you to incorporate in the 
legislation authorizing construction of the San Luis project an authorization to 
construct the Santa Clara-San Benito-Alameda unit of the Central Valley project. 
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REPORT TO THE HONORABLE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE SANTA 
CLARA VALLEY WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT ON 1956 WASTE 
WATER SALVAGE PROJECT 


To the Honorable Board of Directors, Santa Clara Valley Water Conservation 
District: 
GENTLEMEN : The attached report is presented in accordance with the instruc- 
tions contained in your resolution No. 414 passed by your honorable board on 
February 8, 1956. 


CuHaprer I. THe Water PropsteEM oF SANTA CLARA VALLEY 


The Santa Clara Valley Water Conservation District was organized on Novem- 
ber 12, 1929, for the primary purpose of salvaging the waste waters of the various 
streams in this valley which formerly flowed unimpeded into San Francisco Bay. 
During the 26 years since its inception the district has constructed over $10 mil- 
lion worth of conservation facilities with which to salvage these waste waters. 

The district has pioneered a new field in this work. This area was the first in 
the State to embark upon this type of program and still retains its position of 
leadership in that it is the largest and most highly developed of any water con- 
servation district in the State. 

During 1935 and 1936 the first major construction program of the district was 
completed. This initial phase consisted in the construction of dams on the 
Almaden, Calero, Coyote, Guadalupe, and Stevens Creeks, and the Vasona Dam 
on Los Gatos Creek, and the construction of diversion dams, spreading dams, 
and canals to properly distribute the water to the best percolation areas in the 
valley. 

The success of this program was immediately evident in that the underground 
water table rose at a rate just double that which would have occurred if this 
work had not been done. From 1936, when these facilities first went into opera- 
tion, until 1943 the average water table rose 76 feet. One-half of this rise was 
due to the operation of the district's works, the other half being a natural rise 
due to the above-normal rainfall during this period. 

As a result of this large rise in the underground water table, the cost of pump- 
ing was reduced about $4 per acre-foot. At the same time, the water had risen 
sufficiently in the northern portions of the valley so that artesian wells were in 
existence for the first time in many years. 

Due to this favorable situation that then existed many people of the valley were 
lulled into a false sense of security. It seemed to many that the water problems 
of this area were solved. The fallacy of this conclusion was soon evident, how- 
ever. 

A combination of events occurred which dramatically brought to the attention 
of the people of this valley the fact that we were not as secure as it had been 
thought. This combination of events consisted in a prolonged dry cycle, an ab- 
normally heavy pumping draft brought on by the postwar high agricultural prices 
and an ever-increasing demand for water for urban and industrial use. 

This latter event is perhaps the most important of the three. It has a subsidiary 
effect in that it also increased the need for flood protection works. The water 
problem in Santa Clara Valley is two sided. Due to the rapidly expanding 
urbanization there is a constantly increasing demand for water and due to this 
same urbanization there is an ever-increasing need for flood protection. 

During the 26 years of its operation the district has always tried to provide 
new facilities as rapidly as the increasing demand for water dictated. In ac- 
cordance with this policy the district recently joined the Santa Clara-Alameda- 
San Benito Water Authority. This authority is charged with the responsibility 
of securing for this general area a supply of water from outside sources. This 
is in anticipation of the day when the demand for water in this valley will still 
further have exceeded the available local supply. 

In the meantime, however, it remains a duty of this district to develop the 
maximum possible amount of our local water. As our annual pumping draft 
continues to increase, as it inexorably will, we must take immediate steps to 
increase the total replenishment as rapidly as the demand increases. 

The solution of his problem is twofold. In the first place, the district must 
expand and improve its existing distribution and percolation facilities so that 
water which it salvages from the winter runoff can be percolated into under- 
ground storage as rapidly as possible. Secondly, the district must capture and 
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put to beneficial use the floodwaters of the undeveloped streams in the valley. 
There are several streams in the valley that have no existing facilities to con- 
serve the winter floodwaters. These have not been developed in the past be- 
cause as the demand for water increased the more prolific sources were developed 
first. We have now, however, reached a point in the natural course of events 
at which we are faced with the necessity for developing all remaining local 
water resources as rapidly as possible. 

A natural corollary of the fact that we are wasting precious water from these 
uncontrolled streams is that this same water is causing great damage and 
suffering on its way to San Francisco Bay. During the storm that occurred 
during Christmas week in 1955 millions of dollars in damage was done by floods 
from streams on which no conservation work had been constructed. Fortunately, 
there was no loss of life in this valley during this storm, but we may not be as 
fortunate next time. 

The amount of floodwaters our stream beds must carry has been and is being 
rapidly increased by the substitution of streets, roofs and paved areas for the 
tields and orchards of the past. And, ironically, the lowering of the water table 
prought on by the rapid urbanization of the valley has also indirectly caused an 
increased flood hazard in these urban areas. This has occurred because as the 
water table lowered the valley floor subsided due to the lowered hydrostatic 
pressure. This subsidence has flattened the grades of many streams, especially 
in their lower reaches, causing a decrease in velocity of flow accompanied by 
a gradual siltation of the channel and a consequent increased flood hazard. 

It is apparent that the construction of storage facilities on the presently un 
controlled streams of this valley will not only provide additional water but will 
also provide a large measure of flood protection to the valley-floor area. The 
existing water conservation facilities have been credited with saving countless 
millions of dollars in damage during the one storm of last December. 

The Division of Water Resources of the State of California, in January 1956, 
published a report entitled “Floods of December 1955 in California.” In this 
report the following statement is made: “The newly completed Lexington Dam 
and Reservoir on Los Gatos Creek retained the flood runoff of that stream and 
thereby averted a disaster of major proportions in the town of Los Gatos and 
in a part of the city of San Jose.” 

In a similar vein is a letter addressed to the board of directors of this district 
under date of February 8, 1956, and signed by H. F. Flannery, city engineer of 
San Jose, and approved by A. P. Hamann, city manager, in which it is stated: 
“About 20 years ago, came the realization that the wasting of this water 
(floodwater) into San Francisco Bay should be curtailed. Therefore several 
dams were constructed primarily for storage. During the December flood of 
1955, fortunately for the city of San Jose, this storage capacity was available 
for flood-control purposes and thereby saved the city from several million dollars 
flood damage and perhaps loss of lives.” 

In the past it has beén charged that the construction of additional con- 
servation dams in this valley is not economically feasible. Such statements 
have been based upon the false premise that inasmuch as all the better dam sites 
have been utilized the poorer ones remaining could not be developed economically 

An examination of the costs of salvaging waste waters of our streams shows 
this is not true. Under the present degree of development, the average cost of 
salvaging water is only about $6 per acre-foot. It is estimated that the con 
struction of additional works on all undeveloped streams will not increase 
this cost to more than $8 per acre-foot. Water which can be salvager for this 
price is cheap water. 

The above estimates are based upon the assumption that the entire cost of 
hew developments would be borne by the water conservation features. It is not 
proposed that such be the case, however. At a joint meeting between the board 
of directors of this district and the board of supervisors sitting as a board of 
directors of the Santa Clara County Flood Control and Water Conservation 
District, held on June 20, 1955, it was mutually agreed that the flood-control 
district would pay for any flood benefits they might receive from such a 
construction program. 

Such a program of mutual cooperation has been repeatedly endorsed by civic 
groups, municipalities and numerous individual taxpayers. A typical example 
is contained in the previously mentioned letter from the city of San Jose 
“it is recommended that additional dams be constructed to not only provide 
storage but also to have sufficient reserve capacity to handle floodwaters as 
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well.” Similar recommendations have been made by the cities of Mountain 
view, Santa Clara, and Sunnyvale, the unincorporated area of Saratoga and 
numerous private citizens. 

This district, therefore, is faced with the necessity of taking immediate steps 
to augment its presently developed water supply and as an integral part of 
this development to provide flood protection to the rapidly expanding urban 
areas of Santa Clara Valley. 

It is therefore recommended that the Santa Clara Valley Water Conservation 
District immediately embark upon an aggressive program that will improve and 
expand its existing distribution facilities; augment its existing percolation 
facilities ; impound and put to beneficial use the waste waters of all presently 
undeveloped streams; provide for the ultimate use of domestic and industrial 
waste waters; provide for the integration of imported water into the existing 
system; and in general to improve upon and expand its operations in order to 
make the maximum possible utilization of the local water supplies, while at 
the same time alleviiting the threat of damage by uncontrolled tloodwaters. 

Details of the proposed works are given in the following chapter. 


CHAPTER IT, Proposen New FACILITIES AND IMPROVEMENTS TO EXISTING FACILITIES 
IMPROVEMENT TO EXISTING FACILITIES 


It is recommended that the existing Almaden-Calero Canal, the Coyote Canal, 
the Coyote Canal extension, the Coyote-Alamitos Canal and the Evergreen Canal 
all be improved and enlarged in order to more rapidly transport stored waters to 
the various percolation areas. Details of this proposed work are given below : 


(a) Almaden-Calero Canal 


Those portions of this canal that have not been previously concrete-lined 
should be lined at this time. By so doing, the capacity of this canal can be ap- 
proximately doubled. This will make it possible to salvage a greater portion 
of the waters of Los Alamitos Creek than is now possible. Almaden Reservoir, 
with a storage capacity of only 2,000 acre-feet, fills very rapidly and wastes water 
over the spillway even with the Almaden-Calero Canal operating at its present 
full capacity of 100 cubic feet per second. By doubling the capacity of this 
canal, much of the water now wasted at Almaden Dam could be salvaged. 


(b) Coyote Canal 


This canal was constructed in 1936 to transport a maximum flow of 100 cubic 
feet per second as an unlined canal. Its original purpose was to bypass the 
Coyote Valley which at that time was not within the district. Since that time this 
area has annexed to the district and the functions of the canal has changed. It 
now serves as a feeder canal for the Coyote-Alamitos Canal, the Coyote Canal 
extension and thence to the Evergreen Canal. At times it must also supply addi- 
tional water to the Coyote percolation ponds and the Coyote Creek north of these 
ponds. It is desirable to improve this canal to increase its capacity to at least 125 
cubic feet per second. 

This increased capacity can easily be achieved by cleaning out and at the same 
time slightly enlarging the cross-section of this canal from the headgates to the 
junction with the Coyote Canal extension. It will also be necessary to enlarge 
some of the structures on the canal, add some new wasteways and to concrete- 
line 2 section in the vicinity of mile 5.3. 

(ce) Coyote Canal extension 


That portion of this canal lying southerly of Metcalf Road was originally con- 
structed with a capacity of 40 cubic feet per second. However, since the com- 
pletion of the Coyote-Alamitos Canal and the Evergreen Canal this section of the 
Coyote Canal extension should be enlarged to carry a minimum of 120 cubic feet 
per second. This can be accomplished by enlarging the cross section of the exist- 
ing canal and then concrete-lining it. 

The portion lying northerly of Metealf Road has a capacity of only 10 cubic 
feet per second. This section should also be concrete-lined in order to double its 
capacity, so that a greater flow will be available for the Evergreen Canal. 


(d) Coyote-Alamitos Canal 


This canal was designed to carry 50 cubic feet per second as an unlined canal. 
It receives water from the Coyote Canal extension at Metcalf Road and trans- 
ports it in a westerly direction about 9 miles to the districts Alamitos percolation 
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pords. In order to provide for the more rapid distribution of Coyote River water 
to the west, it is proposed that those portions of this canal that have not pre 
viously been lined be concrete-lined at this time. This will not double the capac- 
ity as in most cases because this canal has several long concrete pipe and steel 
pipe siphons that will limit the flow to less than 100 cubic feet per second, It is 
not deemed advisable to enlarge these siphons at this time. If, in the future, it 
becomes necessary to transport still more water westerly through this canal 
these siphons could then be enlarged. 
(e) Evergreen Canal 

This canal was constructed with a maximum Capacity of 10 cubic feet per 
second as an unlined canal. It has been necessary to concrete-line portions of 
this canel to prevent percolation losses in areas in which such would be injurious 
to adjacent lands. With the development of additional percolation areas in this 
portion of the district it will be necessary to increase the capacity of this caual. 
This can be accomplished by concrete-lining those portions that have not been 
previously lined. Ey so doing the capacity can be increased to about 20 cubic 
feet per second. 


EXPANSION OF EXISTING DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM 


(a) Saratoga-Calabazas conduit 

In 1955 the district constructed a pumping plant and pipeline to transport 
water from the Vasona Canal in the vicinity of Pollard Road to Saratoga Creek. 
This line runs along a right-of-way secured from the Southern Pacific Railroad 
Co. At the time an additional right-of-way was secured that would allow the 
extension of this line as far west as Calabazas Creek. 

It is proposed that an auxiliary pumping plant be installed at the present 
terminus of this line and a pipeline be constructed along the right-of-way 
already acquired to Calabazas Creek. This pumping plant would lift the water 
from elevation 313 at Saratoga Creek to elevation 320 at Calabazas Creek. 

This line would serve a dual purpose. Upon construction of storage facilities 
ou Calabazas Creek and the diversion of Saratoga Creek waters thereto, as 
proposed later, this pipeline will be also utilized to transport a portion of this 
water back from Calabazas Creek to Saratoga Creek when so desired. 

(b) Ratension of Evergreen Canal 

When the Evergreen Canal was constructed it was terminated at Yerba Buena 
Creek. At the time it was the intention of the district and of the Evergreen 
residents that if it proved feasible to extend this canal further northward it 
would be done. It is now recommended that an auxiliary pumping plant be 
installed at the present terminus of this Canal and the water lifted to elevation 
540 and thence transported in a northeasterly direction to an excellent percola- 
tion area. This extension to the existing system would be designed fur a maxi 
mum capacity of 5 cubic feet per second. 


ADDITIONAT. PERCOLATION FACILITIES 


Together with the need for expanded distribution facilities, the district is con- 
fronted with a need for additional percolation facilities in order to obtain the 
maximum benefit from the works already constructed. 

The district has made cooperative agreements with the three soil conservation 
districts in the valley with the object of locating new percolation areas either 
in existing stream beds or in offstream areas. 

It is recommended that the district, with the cooperation of the three soil 
conservation districts, make a complete study of all possible new percolation 
areas and prepare detailed plans for the construction of percolation works. 
It is further recommended that the district then proceed with the construction 
of these new facilities. The most pressing need for such additional facilities 
is on the Coyote in the Morgan Hill area as well as on the Guadalupe and Los 
Gatos Creeks, but all possible locations that can be served by existing or proposed 
distribution facilities should be investigated. 


ADDITIONAL DAMS 


(a) Penitencia Creek Dam and Reservoir 


The Penitencia Creek is uncontrolled, except for a small storage reservoir be- 
longing to the city of San Jose on the north fork of this stream. During storms 








66 SAN LUIS (CALIFORNIA) IRRIGATION DEVELOPMENT 


large quantities of water flow unchecked down this stream and waste into San 
Francisco Bay. Frequently these flood flows are of such magnitude that great 
damage is caused to the lands in the valley floor in the Berryessa district. A 
dam on the south fork of the stream would, in addition to salvaging waste waters 
now discharging into the bay, provide a large measure of flood contrel to the 
presently endangered area. 

The district has constructed offstream percolation ponds in this area which 
are served by water diverted from the Penitencia Creek. It is possible to operate 
these ponds, however, only for short periods each year due to the necessity of 
waiting until the streamflow clears up before diversions can be made into these 
ponds. If a storage reservoir were to be constructed, as proposed above, these 
ponds could be operated for several months continuously. 

These ponds have a high sustained percolation rate and serve a district in 
critical need of additional water. Past records indicate that when these ponds 
are in operation, the water in wells in the Berryessa area rises as much as 5 
feet per week. These wells are dependent upon the local sources of supply 
within the area to a large extent, so that any additional percolation in this 
vicinity will be of great benefit to this district. 

This proposed dam would be a conventional earth and rockfill dam with a 
concrete-lined spillway. The dam would be located on the south fork of the 
Penitencia Creek (also known as the Arroyo Aguague) about 1 mile above the 
falls. It would be 170 feet high from streambed to crest with a freeboard of 15 
feet. Crest length would be 455 feet. The spillway would be designed for a 
maximum flow of 7,000 cubic feet per second. The storage capacity of the reser- 
voir would be 4,500 acre-feet and would have a drainage area of 13.23 square 
miles, 

An inspection of the site reveals suitable foundation for this type of dam 
and an abundance of materials for its construction. There are no public roads 
in the reservoir area and the entire area consists of mountain grazing lands 
with no improvements. 

The average annual yield from a 4,500 acre-foot reservoir at this site would 
be 2,565 acre-feet. This amount of water will enable the district to operate the 
existing percolation ponds below Noble Avenue for a period 3 months longer 
than can be done at the present time. In any year that the reservoir fills it 
will take about 4%4 months to percolate all the water that can be stored. 

As was pointed out previously, it must be remembered that this dam will pro 
vide fiood protection to the Berryessa area, in addition to its water conservation 
benefits. The reservoir can be operated in such a way as to provide flood protec- 
tion to the valley area below at all times. 

(b) Second dam and reservoir on Guadalupe Creek 

The present Guadalupe Dam only controls about 50 percent of the water- 
shed of the Los Capitancillos Creek and only about 30 percent of the runoff 
The remaining one-half of the watershed drains into this creek below the 
present Guadalupe Dam. By constructing a dam near the mouth of the canyon 
it will be possible to control most of the balance of the runoff from this water. 
shed, 

The area traversed by the Los Capitancillos Creek between the point at which 
it leaves the hills and its junction with the Los Alamitos Creek consists of highly 
receptive gravels. By the construction of low spreading dams and diversions to 
offstream gravelly areas the additional water stored on the Guadalupe Dam 
could be percolated in this locality. The surrounding lands are dependent upon 
the flow of the Los Capitancillos to maintain the water levels in the wells at an 
economic depth, and in many cases to prevent the wells from drying up com- 
pletely. 

There is a suitable site for a relatively low earth-fill dam that would store 5,5 
acre-feet near the mouth of the canyon at a point about % mile below Shannon 
Road, This dam would be 110 feet high from streambed to the crest and have a 
crest length of 2,375 feet. The dam would have 15 feet freeboard above spill- 
way lip and the spillway would be a concrete lined chute type with a capacity 
of 10,000 cubic feet per second. Preliminary investigations of the site indicate 
rather heavy stripping for the foundations but that there is satisfactory founda- 
tien material for the type of dam proposed. There are abundant materials avail- 
able at the site for construction of the dam. 

The average annual yield of a 5,500 acre-foot reservoir at this site would be 
3,500 acre-feet. It is proposed to percolate this water primarily in the exten- 
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sive gravel deposits lying between the damsite and the Alamitos percolation 
ponds. There are several sites in this section of the Guadalupe where relatively 
simple structures can be installed to form extensive percolation ponds. 

This dam would also serve a dual purpose. In addition to salvaging for 
beneficial purposes, water now going to waste, it will also provide a large meas 
ure of flood protection, to the city of San Jose and especially to the area north 
of San Jose. 


(c) Silver Creek Dam and Evergrcen distribution system 

The proposed dam on Silver Creek would be located about 2%4 miles upstream 
from Loupe Avenue. This is the same location chosen by the State engineer 
for construction of a 32,500 acre-foot reservoir in connection with his contem 
plated Feather River project. It is proposed that the district construct a dam 
creating a reservoir with a capacity of 2,500 acre-feet but that it be so con- 
structed that it can be ultimately enlarged, if needed as a terminal storage 
or in-transit regulating reservoir, on any State, Federal or other project. 

The proposed dam would be 77.5 feet high above streambed and have a crest 
length of 850 feet. It would have a freeboard above spillway lip of 15 feet and 
the spillway would have a capacity of 2,500 cubic feet per second. The reservoir 
would store runoff from Silver Creek and by means of a short diversion canal 
would also capture the runoff of Dry Creek. The total drainage area con- 
trolled by this dam would be about 7.8 square miles. 

The average annual yield from this reservoir would be only 940 acre-feet. 
However, it is possible to transport water from the Coyote River system through 
the Evergreen Canal into this resorvoir. 

Here again this dam would serve a dual purpose. The Santa Clara Flood 
Control and Water Conservation District had plans for a canal to divert the 
floodwaters of both Silver Creek and Dry Creek into the Coyote River and thence 
into the bay. This project has commonly been referred to as the Loupe Avenue 
Cutoff. By construeting a dam that would impound the maximum anticipated 
runoff of both Silver Creek and Dry Creek the necessity for this Loupe Avenue 
Cutoff will have been eliminated. 

This Silver Creek Dam poses a problem that does not exist in connection with 
any of the other dams. Inasmuch as there is practically no percolation in Silver 
Creek below the damsite the problem is how best to dispose of the water stored. 

In December 1944 the Regional Water Conservation Division of the Soil Conser 
vation Service presented “Progress report. water supply investigations, Evergreen 
Soil Conservation District.” This report pointed out the need for a supplemental 
supply of water for irrigation purposes in the Evergreen area. It was proposed 
at that time that the Evergreen area construct a dam at the same site now con 
templated and that the water be used for direct irrigation. The Soil Conservation 
Service planned the construction of 2 canals to serve an area of approximately 
5,000 acres, 1 canal at elevation 200 and the other at elevation 400. 

It is recommended now, however, that inasmuch as the district has already 
constructed a canal through this area at elevation 500 that this existing canal 
be enlarged and utilized for distribution of water from this Silver Creek Reser 
voir. By so doing, an area can be served which is in much more critical need 
of supplemental water than the area below elevation 400 and it will also permit 
service to the lower area. 

This can be accomplished by installing a pump at the dam with a pipeline 
about 1,000 feet long to raise the water to elevation 515. It will then be dis- 
charged into a concrete-lined canal about 114 miles long running along the east 
erly side of Silver Creek Reservoir to connect with the existing Evergreen Canal 
at the saddle between Silver Creek and Dry Creek. That portion of the Evergreen 
Canal easterly of this saddle will be enlarged to have a capacity of 30 cubic feet 
per second, 20 cubic feet per second of which will be reserved for irrigation water 
from Silver Creek Reservoir and the remaining capacity will be utilized for trans 
portation of water for percolation in Dry Creek and Yerba Buena Creek. 

The Evergreen Soil Conservation District has agreed to make an engineering 
study to determine the type of distribution system that should be constructed to 
transport water from the above-described main distribution canal to the indi- 
vidual farms. It is the intention of the district that such a system would be 
constructed only if after a complete analysis of the plan designed by the Soil 
Conservation Service or others, it is desired by the potential users. After this 
is determined it will be necessary to draw up an agreement whereby the users 
would repay not only the initial cost of the construction but also the operational 
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expenses of this secondary distribution system. This repayment would be made 
by levying a charge for water sufficient to provide the required amounts. 
(ad) Calabrazas Creck Dam and Reservoir and Saratoga diversion 

On the west side of the valley a situation exists somewhat similar to that at 
Almaden and Calero. The Saratoga Creek has a large annual runoff but no 
suitable storage site whereas the Calabazas Creek has a good storage site but a 
small runoff. In this case nature has been kind in that there is a low saddle in 
the range of hills separating these two streams that makes it possible to divert 
water from the more prolific Saratoga Creek into the more spacious Calabazas 
Creek storage area. 

It is proposed that a dam be built on Calabazas Creek near the intersection 
of Pierce Road and Via Regina. This dam would be a conventional rolled-earth- 
fill structure creating a reservoir with a storage capacity of 5,000 acre-feet. The 
dam would be 131 feet high above streambed and have a crest length of 1,675 
feet. It would have a concrete-lined spillway with a capacity of 3,000 cubic 
feet per second. The total drainage area above the dam on Calabazas Creek 
would be 2.51 square miles. The average annual yield from Calabazas Creek 
would be 1,050 acre-feet. 

An inspection of the sie indicates that it would be suitable for the type and 
height of dam proposed. There are abundant materials available at the site 
for the construction of this dam. 

A portion of the county road will have to be relocated and several homes are 
within the dam site and reservoir site. There are several dam sites available in 
this area but the one at the location mentioned is believed to be the most 
feasible. 

The diversion from Saratoga Creek would be by means of a low diversion 
dam at elevation 840 and a combination of pipeline and canal for a distance 
of about 114 miles to the Calabazas Reservoir. This diversion would be designed 
to carry 800 cubic feet per second. The drainage area of Saratoga Creek above 
the proposed diversion is 6.8 square miles. 

Water stored in Calabazas Reservoir from both Calabazas Creek and Saratoga 
Creek would be released down Calabazas Creek for percolation. It would be 
possible to divert part of this water back into Saratoga Creek for percolation by 
means of the previously mentioned Saratoga-Calabazas pipeline. 

This diversion and storage reservoir will provide a large measure of flood 
protection for the Cupertino-Sunnyvale-Santa Clara-San Jose areas that are now 
plagued by disastrous floods from these two streams. Due to the flashy nature 
of the runoff from these streams it is not necessary to reserve a large amount of 
storage space in a reservoir in order to provide adequate flood protection. 

Upon approval by the voters of the bond issue recommended in this report a 
complete and thorough engineering survey will be made to determine whether by 
the expenditure of sums not to exceed those estimated for the above-described 
Calabazas Creek Dam and Reservoir and Saratoga diversion, satisfactory water 
conservation and incidental flood-control benefits could be secured by a dam or 
dams on Saratoga Creek and a dam or dams on Calabazas Creek without any 
transfer of waters between these streams. Only if it is the conclusion of such 
engineering survey that satisfactory water conservation and incidental flood 
control benefits cannot be secured by means which would result in the control 
of Saratoga Creek waters within the Saratoga Creek watershed will construction 
proceed on the project described herein as Calabazas Creek Dam and Reservoir 
and Saratoga diversion. 


(e) Permanente Creek Dam and Reservoir 


As early as 1921 it was proposed that a dam, or dams, be built on Permanente 
Creek. As has happened in several other cases this proposal was sidetracked in 
favor of larger dams and dams on more prolific streams. In the meantime, 
however, there has been an average annual waste from Permanente Creek of 
3,000 acre-feet. 

When the Permanente Cement Co. constructed their plant in this canyon they 
gave serious consideration to construction of a dam to provide water for their 
operations but did not go ahead with this proposal. It was feared that their 
construction operations in the area may have destroyed this dam site. A recent 
inspection shows that this is not the case, but that unless steps are taken in the 
near future to construct a dam at this location this reservoir site may be lost. 

It is proposed that a dam be constructed on the South Fork of Permanente 
Creek at a point just upstream from the ferrosilicon plant of Permanente 
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Cement Co. This dam would be a conventional rolled-earth-fill structure with 
a concrete-lined spillway. The dam would be 195 feet high above streambed 
with a crest length of 600 feet. The spillway would have a capacity of 3,000 
cubic feet per second and the reservoir created by the dam would store 1,400 
acre-feet. 

The average annual yield from such a reservoir would be 660 acre-feet. The 
drainage area above the dam would be 2.7 square miles. 

Preliminary discussions indicate the possibility of using part of the water 
stored in this reservoir for industrial and domestic uses by Permanente Cement 
Co. and the city of Mountain View. It is proposed that this possibility be 
thoroughly explored as it would eliminate part of the heavy pumping draft in 
this portion of the valley while at the same time providing a source of revenue 
to the district. 

Due to the highly urbanized nature of this area a dam on Permanente Creek 
is very desirable from a flood control standpoint. Representatives of the city 
of Mountain View have strongly recommended that such a dam be coustructed 
by this district as soon as possible, for the dual purpose of water conservation 
and flood protection. Unless the floodwaters originating in the mountain areas 
are captured and prevented from entering the valley floor, it will be necessary 
for the county and the city of Mountain View to expend large sums of money 
enlarging the channel, increasing the size of bridges and enlarging the capacity 
of culverts, all in an almost completely urbanized locality. Such an expenditure 
would be entirely for the purpose of wasting water rather than salvaging it 
(f) San Tomas Creek Dams 

The situation existing on the San Tomas Aquinas Creek is different from that 
on any other stream in Santa Clara Valley. The San Tomas Creek has many 
tributaries which do not joint the mainstream in the mountain area but join it at 
points well out into the valley floor. As a result there is no single reservoir site 
available that is capable of controlling the entire runoff of this stream system. 

The average annual waste from this system is 2,600 acre-feet. Due to the 
lack of a single large reservoir site that could control this waste it ordinarily 
would not be considered in a water-conservation program. ‘There is, however, 
a related problem that makes it almost imperative that something be done to 
control this stream. This problem is that of flood control. 

The San Tomas Creek is perhaps the worst offender from this standpoint 
of any of the streams of this valley. Although the total flow in acre-feet is not 
high, this creek is subject to very high peak flows of relatively short duration 
which do extensive damage to urban areas during their short lifetime. Ade- 
quate protection to these urban areas can be provided by enlarging and straight- 
ening existing channels, constructing new culverts and bridges and possible 
diverting a portion of these flood waters into Los Gatos Creek. 

Such a program, however, will be expensive due to the ever-increasing value 
of this urban land and will not save a drop of water. The cities of San Jose, 
Santa Clara, and Sunnyvale nevertheless have each formally requested that this 
district capture the mountain runoff by the construction of a dam or dams on 
the San Tomas system so that any channel improvement in the valley floor would 
only have to take care of the waters originating on the valley floor. 

An investigation of the area indicates that there are several potential dam- 
sites on the various tributaries. None of these, however, would create a reser- 
voir of more than a few hundred acre-feet capacity. Reservoirs of this size 
would be adequate to completely control the floodwaters originating in the moun- 
tain areas if they are operated primarily as flood control reservoirs. This type 
of operation will, however, provide some measure of conservation in that the 
total percolation will be increased over what would obtain under natural con- 
ditions. 

It is recommended that a small dam be constructed on the main branch of the 
San Tomas and also on one of its principal tributaries, Wildcat Creek. Tenta- 
tive sites have been investigated but due to the fact that private engineering 
firms working under contract for the flood-control district are making inde- 
pendent investigations of possible dam sites, it is recommended that final selection 
of sites await the completion of these other investigations. 

For the purpose of estimating the probable cost of such works and their 
probable benefits preliminary designs were made on the two tentative sites. 

A dam can be constructed on the main branch of San Tomas Creek just south 
of Los Gatos-Saratoga Highway. A dam 50 feet high at this location would 
create a reservoir with a capacity of 300 acre-feet. The site is suitable for 
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a rolled-earth type structure with sufficient material available at the site for 
its construction. 

A similar dam can be constructed on Wildcat Creek near Piedmont Road. 
A rolled-earth dam 35 feet high at this location would create a reservoir storing 
150 acre-feet. Here also, the site is suitable for this type of construction and 
adequate material is available for its construction. 

In both cases reservoirs of the size proposed would be adequate to regulate the 
flow of these streams so that the mountain runoff would no longer be a flood 
hazard. At the same time the resulting percolation in the channels below the 
dams will be greater under this controlled flow than it would be under natural 
conditions. Thus, these dams will also be serving the dual purpose of water 
conservation and flood control. 

The 7 dams and 2 diversions described above will salvage most of the water 
presently wasting from the mountain areas of the valley and at the same time 
will provide flood protection to the valley floor area. 

In the past all district reservoirs have been open to the public for recreational 
purposes. It is recommended that this same policy be continued for all of these 
proposed reservoirs except Permanente and possibly Penitencia. These two 
will probably have to be excluded due to the fact that no public road or right- 
of-way exists to the reservoir sites. In the case of Permanente Reservoir there 
will be a further reason for closing it in that this water may be used for domestic 
and industrial purposes. 

The other five reservoirs, however, would provide recreational areas for the 
benefit of the public in addition to their principal purpose of providing water 
conservation and flood protection. On several occasions in the past, this district 
has formally requested the Board of Supervisors of Santa Clara County to set 
up a recreation commission which would take over the operation of recreational 
facilities on district reservoirs. Now that such a commission has been formed, 
there will be an opportunity for it to take over the development of recreational 
facilities on these new reservoirs as well as where possible on the previously 
constructed facilities of the district. 


PREPARATION OF PLANS FOR SALVAGE OF DOMESTIC AND INDUSTRIAL WASTE WATER 
FROM SAN JOSE AND ADJACENT AREAS 


It has long been recognized that one important source of waste water that 
could be salvaged was the domestic and industrial sewage of the valley. For- 
merly, however, this source was not concentrated in one place and consequently 
did not lend itself to reclamation. 

Now, however, the picture has changed due to the construction of a central 
treatment plant by the city of San Jose. This plant will collect the sewage from 
a large portion of the valley at one point. Under present plans this sewage 
will be given primary treatment and the effluent discharged into the bay. The 
estimated annual flow through the plant will be about 30,000 acre-feet. 

When we consider the fact that this is a firm supply and is not subject to 
fluctuation because of changes in the rainfall, it becomes apparent that it is 
an extremely important source that should be tapped. With this in mind a joint 
meeting of the board of directors of this district and the City Council of San Jose 
was held on November 22, 1955, to discuss this problem. The result of this meet- 
ing was a mutual agreement between the two bodies to cooperate in salvaging 
this waste water. 

It is recommended that the district provide sufficient funds to determine the 
most feasible method of salvaging this effluent and to prepare plans and specifi- 
eations for such development. Such plans should include provision for second- 
ary treatment, if needed, method of transportation to point or points of use, 
provision for temporary storage and method of percolation, and any other details 
necessary to effect the complete utilization of the sewage effluent. 


PREPARATION OF PLANS FOR DIVERSION AND/OR STORAGE OF WATERS FROM 
SOQUEL CREEK 


On July 5, 1955, this district filed with the division of water resources an 
application for a water right on Soquel Creek in Santa Cruz County. The appli- 
eation was for a direct diversion of 20,000 acre-feet per year from Soquel Creek 
through one of the abandoned railroad tunnels near Wrights into Los Gatos 
Creek above Lexington Reservoir. 

Bulletin No. 5 of the State water resources board, published in August 1953, 
indicated that the average annual runoff of Soquel Creek is 64,300 acre-feet. 
Of this total runoff only 2,400 acre-feet are being utilized at the present time 
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and the probable ultimate water requirement is only 9,600 acre-feet. Thus it is 
evident that there is a surplus, over and above the probable ultimate needs, of 
about 54,700 acre-feet. 

In securing this water right it would be highly desirable to work out a mutual 
solution with the city of Santa Cruz and Santa Cruz County. Such a solution 
may involve the construction of a dam and reservoir for joint use, or it may 
involve separate developments on this stream. 

It is recommended that this district provide sufficient funds to enable a com- 
plete engineering study of this problem to be made and upon determination of 
of a satisfactory solution to prepare the necessary plans and specifications for 
the construction work required. 


CONSTRUCTION OF OFFICE BUILDING FOR TILE DISTRICT 


In line with the general plan of improving the district’s operations and making 
them more efficient, it is recommended that the district build its own office build- 
ing. Such a building would be located on district property on Almaden Road. 

At the present time the main office is located in San Jose in completely inade- 
quate rented quarters. Due to the lack of space in this office much of the engi- 
neering work is carried on from portable field offices at the district’s maintenance 
yard on Almaden Road about 7 miles south of San Jose. The maintenance super- 
intendent’s office is also situated at the same location, 

To provide for efficient operation of the district’s works it is advisable that 
maintenance, operation, engineering and general administrative functions be 
grouped in one central office. The logical location for such office building is on 
district owned property on Almaden Road across the road from the maintenance 
yard. 

It is estimated that a building that will meet the needs of the District should 
have about 2,500 square feet of floor space. This will provide adequate office 
space, storage space for district maps and records, meeting space for directors’ 
meetings and ample parking space. 

The details described in this chapter constitute what may appropriately be 
termed the “1956 waste water salvage project.” 


CHAPTER IIL. Estimates oF Cost AND METHOD OF FINANCING 


An estimate of the cost of the works described in the previous chapter has 
been prepared. This estimate includes in addition to the cost of construction, 
the costs of all necessary rights-of-way, construction of roads, relocation of 
utilities, and all other costs incidental thereto. Estimates of construction costs 
are based on current construction prices and include the cost of engineering and 
an allowance for contingencies, 

Table I, below, gives a résumé of the various proposed works, with the 
estimated cost of each. 


Table T—Summary of proposed works and estimates of cost 


Penitencia Creek Dam_-- = é ; $1,204, 000 
Silver Creek Dam and Dry Creek diversion sstinddeis 891, OOO 
Second dam on Guadalupe Creek__- icishesoaghisaos : _ 2,524, 000 
Calabazas Creek Dam__- : Sei . 2,500, 000 
Saratoga Creek diversion__ ~~~ rant iedaltid alike stele S ccelak soak ie Seetihetl 800, 000 
Permanente Creek Dam-_-_------ vilindageoacall batho . 1,820, 000 
Concrete line Coyote-Alamitos Can: nal : oe 638, 000 
Enlarge and line Coyote Canal extension, south of Metcalf Road 4 70, 000 
Increase capacity of Coyote Canal__- ; bk ished dl 85, 000 
Extension of Evergreen Canal _.__~~--~- emklaabigin Nils. ties 10, 000 
Evergreen primary distribution system sacs cauaiaiiennd i eee 181, 000 
icon to Almaden-Calero Canal, Evergreen Canal and 

Coyote Canal extension__-~_~ . : 634, 000 

Saratoga-Calabazas distribution syste m wtcell 80, 000 
Additional percolation faciilties _ OR. SOU ee si 150, 000 
San Tomas Creek Dam-_- Peet ; endias : 350, 000 
Wildcat Creek Dam__-_- ‘ 153, 000 
Preparation of plans for Soquel Cree ek diversion. . : 8, 000 
Preparation of plans for reclamation of sewage effluent—- ‘ 8, OOO 
Office building —- bas eptleeua eer sae paisa Sate 2 30, 000 


Total 1956 waste water salvage project______--~- iicdiassnaetelian _.. 11, 636, 000 
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Inasmuch as the district cannot finance this project out of its normal revenues, 
it is recommended that the board of directors call an election to obtain approval 
of the voters of the district for financing this project with general obligation 
bonds of the district. 

It is further recommended that upon approval of this bond issue by the voters, 
work be started upon the project immediately in order that unnecessary delay 
may be avoided in the undertaking of portions of the project for which plans 
are completed. 

It is further recommended that if, upon completion of detailed plans and 
specifications for any portion of this project, that portion be found to be in- 
feasible, then that portion shall be eliminated from the project. 


VALUE OF PROJECT 


°* 

It was pointed out in chapter I that this project has a twofold purpose—water 
conservation and flood protection. The value of the project is a combination of 
its benefit as a conservation measure plus its benefit as a flood protection 
measure. The latter benefits are not readily ascertainable at the present time. 

Even if flood benefits are ignored, as was mentioned in chapter I, the cost per 
acre-foot of water salvaged is still economically justifiable. This is demonstrated 
in the analysis that follows. 

In order to determine the cost per acre-foot of water salvaged it is necessary 
to determine the average annual yield of the present works and also the average 
annual yield under the expanded program. As a basis for such a study the 13- 
year period 1935-36 to 1947-48 were used. During this period the precipitation 
averaged 101 percent of the 50-year normal from 1897-98 to 1946-47 and the 
runoff averaged 101 percent of the 53-year mean from 1894-95 to 1946-47. This 
is the same interval used by the division of water resources in their Santa Clara 
Valley Investigation. 

The average annual yield from the existing facilities, as determined by this 
study, is 91,100 acre-feet. The average annual yield of the completed project 
can only be estimated at the present time. This is due to the fact that it is not 
definitely known how much increased percolation can be achieved by improve- 
ments to the existing system and construction of new percolation facilities. 

The increased storage capacity of the new reservoirs would be approximately 
20,600 acre-feet. The average annual yield from these reservoirs would only 
be about 13,600 acre-feet, however. We can safely assume that the total annual 
yield from new reservoirs plus improvements to the existing system plus new 
percolation facilities would be at least 25,000 acre-feet per year. Therefore, 
the total annual yield of the expanded system would be approximately 116,000 
acre-feet. 

This analysis is based upon the assumption that bonds will have a 25-year 
life but that the structures have a life of 50 years. This is a very conservative 
estimate for the life of this type structure. On this basis the cost per acre-foot 
with existing facilities only has been computed and then the cost per acre-foot 
with the expanded project. The results of this analysis are given in table II. 


TABLE II 
(A) Cost analysis with existing facilities: 

"Total capetml come 00 I iis cniecise ce cnn ehnbnsitainidna $9, 350, 000. 00 
Pet Dae Fe I iia ctoetscescncnirtnitieeminnttbitiednotia 2, 976, 298. 16 
eal h iit bcd sibs less ciiidaniendictihsldctainiendase 12, 326, 298. 16 

Maintenance and operation for 50 years assuming aver- 
age annual cost of $300,000_._...___..._._._______ 15, 000, 000. 00 
Total cost of water salvaged_.......__._..________ 27, 326, 298. 16 
Total water salvaged in 50-year period_____ acre-feet__ 4, 555, 000 


Average cost DOr DOT INE nn nnn i cetibbctninianio $5. 98 








; 
4 
¢ 
4 


Rial a wet Te lb hl ne 


ph cane ie hase a, 





seen Sel 


SAN LUIS (CALIFORNIA) IRRIGATION DEVELOPMENT 73 


TaBLe []—Continued 


(B) Cost analysis with expanded system : 





ee Se gh a _. $20, 9SG6, 000. 00 
Interest. Zor 25 years...............- itd eal ieee iat lee 6, 660, 000. 00 
Si igs setaacha od ettarrne- ehh halogens dec np ebanr deine Sastiimnediad antntapaarbin adios 27, 646, 000. 00 
Maintenance and operation for 50 years assuming aver- 
GS TEE COE CE ea crecrercti ceresiceseenmeneseseienete 17, 500, 000. 00 
Total, cost of water: eslvaged.... cde eccicnnecenue 45, 146, 000. 00 
Total water salvaged in 50-year period .___ acre-feet__ 5, 800, 000 
TORUS. CORE: OM DORI ocaiacccuiuminitnianndsimaninwianiidnah 7.78 


From an inspection of the cost figures given above it is evident that the com- 
plete development of our local water resources is highly desirable even if no 
subsidiary benefits were to accrue from this work. 


RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FINANCING 


As has been explained previously, the district cannot finance this project out 
vf the normal revenues of the district. Consequently, it will be necessary to 
resort to general obligation bonds for financing this project. 

Although a portion of the cost of the project is properly assessable to flood 
control, it is proposed that the entire cost of the project be financed by this district 
under a proposed $11,636,000 bond issue. Santa Clara County Flood Control 
District can then repay this district for their share of the costs over a period 
of years out of their normal tax revenues. Such repayments will be used to 
reduce the tax rate necessary for debt reduction and interest by this district. 

Inasmuch as the first and second issues of bonds of this district will be retired 
in 1961 it is recommended that payments of principal on the $11,636,000 issue will 
be deferred until the 1961—62 fiscal year. Such a deferment is permitted under 
the Water Conservation Act of 1931. 

Without taking into consideration the repayments to be made for flood control, 
table III gives the estimated tax rate for the first and sixth years. 


TABLE III.—Anaiysis of probable tar rate for debt service and maintenance and 
operation 


1956-57 fiscal year : 








Principal and interest on Ist to 6th bond issues, inclusive___. $514, 582. 50 

Interest on $11,686,000 bond issue at 3% percent____- isha 407, 260. 00 

Total for bond interest and redemption_____ Shemale . 921, 842. 50 

Estimated general fund revenue___. -~- shes cast 300, 000. 00 

etn US'DS PAINE. £20 eee ih cb icetniccai ows dy ool, 842, 50 
Total tax rate assuming assessed valuation of $120,000,000 1.018 

1161-62 fiscal year : 

Principal and interest on 3d to 6th bond issues, inclusive___- 366, 162. 50 

Intertst on $11,636,000 bond issue at 34% percent___.__-__-- = 407, 260. 00 

j Subtotal a fs 5 eee cecal sie sales 773, 422. 50 
Principal payment on $11,636,000 issue (20 equal payments ) - 581, 800. 00 

Total for bond interest and redemption i A 1, 355, 222. 50 

i Estimated general fund revenue Sead Cae 350, 000. 00 

4 Total to be raised______-_________- ad 1, 705, 222. 50 
§ Total tax rate assuming assessed valuation of $165,000,000 1. 033 


The total tax rate would then decrease each year until all outstanding | onds 
were retired in 1982. It should be noted that this analysis does not include the 
payment of any sums by the flood control district, or others, toward this project. 
Any moneys so paid would be used for debt service and would reduce the tax 
rate levied by this district. 


So 








74 


SAN LUIS (CALIFORNIA) IRRIGATION DEVELOPMENT 





In the above analysis it is believed that conservative estimates of the assessed 
valuation of land within the district have been used. The assumed rate of 
interest of 314 percent is probably high also. The experience of the district in 
the past indicates the possibility of a lower average interest rate than this. 
Thus, the estimated tax rates are probably too high rather than too low. 


CHAPTER IV. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 


Due to the ever-increasing demand for water in Santa Clara Valley, it is im- 
perative that this district take the necessary steps to make the maximum possible 
use of locally available supplies. Such steps should be taken immediately. It 
has been shown that local sources provide the cheapest water we can develop. 
Full utilization of these local resources should be made before this area is forced 
to import more expensive water from outside sources. 

Local development has a further advantage in that it provides a large measure 
of flood protection to the rapidly expanding urban areas of this valley. The 
prevention of flood damage by the storage of these waters for beneficial use is 
the most practical solution to the water problem of this area. 

It is recommended that the board of directors of this district present to the 
voters within the district a proposal to issue general obligation bonds in the 
amount of $11,636,000 to finance the 1956 waste water salvage project herein 
described. The proceeds of such a bond issue shall be used to finance the con- 
struction program outlined in previous chapters, together with cost of all 
necessary lands and rights-of-way, and also the cost of the bond election and the 
administrative, legal, and clerical costs incidental thereto, as well as the cost 
of preparing plans for the diversion and/or storage of the waters of Soquel 
Creek, together with the cost of preparing plans for the utilization of the effluent 
from the city of San Jose sewage-treatment plant, and the cost of construction 
of an office building for use by the district. 

It is further recommended that, upon approval by the voters of the district of 
such a bond issue, work be started upon the project immediately, and that in 
order to avoid unnecessary delay in starting those portions of the project for 
which plans are ready, it is recommended that such portions be started as soon 
as voter approval is obtained. It is also recommended that if, upon completion 
of detailed plans and specifications for any portion of this project, that portion 
be found to be infeasible, that that portion be eliminated from the project. 

It is further recommended that the principal payments on these bonds be de- 
of said sum of $11,636,000 a surplus after the completion of the works described 
repayment contract be entered into with Santa Clara County Flood Control Dis- 
trict for repayment of their proper share of the cost of this portion of the 
project. Payments under such a contract shall be applied to the bond interest 
and redemption fund of this district. 

It is further recommended that the principal payments on the bonds be de- 
ferred for 5 years (until the district’s first and second bond issues are retired). 
By so doing it will be possible to keep the combined tax rate for debt service and 
maintenance and operation to not over $1 per $100 of assessed valuation of 
land alone. 

It is further recommended that, in the event that there remains from and out 
of said sum of $11,636,000 a surplus after the completion of the works described 
above, together with the acquisition of the necessary lands and rights-of-way, 
and the costs of the election, and the costs of preparing plans for the diversion 
and/or storage of Soquel Creek waters, and the cost of preparing plans for the 
reclamation of the effluent from the city of San Jose sewage treatment plant, 
and the cost of constructing an adequate office building for use by the district, 
that such surplus be used for the completion of other works, properties and 
structures necessary and convenient for the conservation works of the district. 

Respectfully submitted. 

J. Ropert Rott, 
Chief Engineer and Manager. 
Approved as to form 
Jones, Griswotp & HENLEY, 
By Apert T. HENLEY. 


MarcH 8, 1956. 


Mr. Gupser. I find myself in an unusual situation in testifying 
here, because, as a member of the California Legislature, I was the 
sponsor in the lower house of the senate bill which later became a 
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statute, and which authorized the California project. Nevertheless, 
I am here today Saat Federal construction, and integration at 

. later date, if it is determined that it is feasible, with the State 
ordi, the F sake River project. 

I would like to address myself to some of the opposition which 
has been presented against this bill. I would like to point out sev- 
eral facts which I think could be used in answer to some of those 
arguments advanced by the opponents. 

The statement has been made that the m: jority of the population 
in California is in the southern part of the State. That is true, and 
I do not contest it. But I think the statement should also be made 
at the same time that the rate of growth in the area which I repre- 
sent in northern California is much greater than the rate of growth 
in southern California. In fact, in the area which I represent, the 
population increase by reason of migration is 314 times to 4 times 
greater than it is from natural growth In some particular places, 
the ratio is as much as 50 to 1. 

I should also like to point out that we in the central coast coun‘ies 
of California are in need of supplemental water to preserve presently 
existing investments. We have tremendous investments in orchards 
and other farm crops of a long-term nature which we are in danger 
of losing because of our receding water table. 

I would also like to address myself briefly to the point which was 
made that the construction of San Luis could be effected more r: apidly 
if the State were to carry it out. 

I think that there are several factors that should be considered 
in this which possibly might cast some doubt upon the correctness of 
that statement. 

There is in existence in the State of California a report by the 
Bechtel Engineering Corp., a very comprehensive report, which indi- 
cates that there is not a concurrence of opinion among the experts as 
to the feasibility of the Tehachapi conduit or tunnel, which would 
eventually carry the water to southern California. 

I think it is also noteworthy that in the State Feather River 
project report there is one paragraph which states that, in effect, 
the quality of water cannot be guaranteed, and that to insure a suitable 
quality of water would require the construction of a salt-water barrier. 

I think it is also important to observe at this time that that salt- 
water barrier is not included in the cost estimates for the Feather 
River project. Because of these facts, because of the fact that there is 
in existence in California a controversy called the county-of-origin con- 
troversy, which a very influential member of the State senate said 
must be resolved before we could progress with Feather River project 
legislation, because of these differences in engineering opinion, because 
of the county-of-origin controversy, I think there is a great deal of 
doubt which’ we can attach to the statement that the project could be 
built faster under State construction than by Federal consruction. 
I therefore believe that the Federal Government should proc eed with 
construction of San Luis, leaving the door open to the State of Cali- 
fornia for eventual integration of the State water plan and the fed- 
erally owned and oper ated dam. 

As far as my own testimony is concerned, I can summarize it quite 
briefly, but I would just like to mention this point: We are isolated 
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from the sources of water by the coast range of California. We have 
done everything that it is humanly possible to do toward solving our 
own water problem. We have organized ourselves into water con- 
servation districts, and I can say that for the area involved, which, 
incidentally, is the 20th largest agricultural county in the United 
States, for the area involved we have constructed water conservation 
works on our own which are far more comprehensive and far more ex- 
rensive than the great Central Valley project. 

I personally, on my own piece of property in Santa Clara County, 
am paying a tax rate for water conservation purposes of $3.80 on $100 
valuation. 

If you will consult my testimony, you will see the extensive agri- 
cultural activity in the area, and you will also find charts, such as 
table 3, which shows the terrific recession of the water table. You 
will find maps showing the extensive water conservation works that 
we have constructed through our own efforts, the ones that are planned, 
and you will find also the water conservation works in the so-called 
southern district. Not shown are the water conservation works of the 
Pacheco District and the San Benito Water Conservation District. 

I would like to point out that we have done everything we can for 
ourselves. I would like to also point out that by act of the State legis- 
lature at the last regular session, the Tri-County Water Authority 
was organized which encompasses practically all of the area I am seek- 
ing to have service for, that we have a legal entity which is authorized 
by the laws of the State of California to enter into agreements with 
the Federal Government or the State or any other groups. 

We have done everything that can be done for ourselves. Our need 
is great, and we must look to the importation of water. ( ‘onsequently, 
we strongly urge early Federal construction of the San Luis project 
with the right for eventual integration with the State written into the 
legislation. 

I have introduced in the House a bill which would authorize the 
Santa Clara-San Benito-Alameda unit subject to the filing and accept- 
ance of a feasibility report and also subject to a 5-year deadline which 
would allow the State to proceed with construction. 1 urge that you 
consider that feature in any legislation that you may report out of 
this committee on the San Luis project. 

That completes my statement. 

Senator Warkrns. I did not hear the first part of your statement 
and I have not looked over the maps, so I do not know too much about 
this proje ct. IT heard the State of Califronia mentioned in connection 
with this development. You say you have done all you can. 

Do you mean by that that the State of California has done all it can 
or that the local area has done that? 

Mr. Gunser. I am speaking of my district, which is a peculiar area, 
because we are isolated by the mountain ranges. With works alivady 

constructed, under construction, or contemplated in the immediate 
future, we will have conserved every drop of water which can be con- 
served, and our overdraft will be about 40,000 acre-feet a year. 

Senator Warxtns. I have heard the statement made that the entire 
Central Valley project was contemplated by the State, that is, that the 
State intended to build it, but the Federal Government finally took 
over. Is it beyond the realm of the capacity of the State to do it on 
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its own rather than to conie to the Federal Government to develop all 
those water resources ¢ 

Mr. Gupser. In my personal opinion, Senator, the need is sufficient 
in the entire State of California that the combined resources of the 
Federal Government and the maximum resources available from the 
State government would be necessary in order to solve our problem. 

Senator Warkins. Just how big is your entire problem? Just what 
you have said indicates you have some knowledge of the overall prob- 
lem. Just about what would the overall problem cost in developing ¢ 

Mr. Gusser. The original State cost estimates we re a billion and 
a half dollars. I believe the cost estimate for the San Luis project 
is something like $229 million. In addition to that, there are other 
streams, of course, which will have to be dammed later, but I do not 
have figures on those. I would estimate, and this is a shirt-sleeve esti- 
mate, that probably the eventual needs of California are going to cost 
upward of $3 billion. 

Senator Warkrins. I have heard it estimated higher than that. 

Mr. Gunser. I would not be surprised if it were. As I say, it is a 
shirt-sleeve estimate. 

Senator Warkins. It is your judgment then that the State cannot 
do it alone ¢ 

Mr. Gupser. I do not believe the State of California can solve the 
entire problem by itself; no, I do not. 

Senator Watkins. The original reclamation law was drafted under 
the theory, and has operated under the theory, that the Federal Gov 
ernment only came in to do what the people could not do for them- 
selves. If it can be established that the State of California can do 
that, you would hardly be in a position to comply with that basic 
requirement of the reclamation law. 

Mr. Gurser. Thatisright. Istill feel that if we used our maximum 
resources, we would still have a problem that we should ask the Fed 
‘ral Government to assist us in solving. We have a particular prob- 
lem in my district because of the geographic location, and because 
of the fact that we have terrific investments in orchards and other 
farm installations which we are in danger of losing. And plus the 
fact that we are growing so fast, and we have a recession of the water 
table such as I do not think you ean find any place else in the State 
of California. 

We are not in the Central Valley, however. We have done every- 
thing for ourselves, and we are looking for help. 

Senator Warxktns. You have done everything you can in your area. 

Mr. Gusser. I think $3.80 in the tax rate is a pretty good indication. 

Senator Warxrns. Have you paid that on every $100 valuation ? 

Mr. Gupser. In the Southern Water Conservation District, where 
[ am situated, I personally pay $3.80 on every $100 of assessed valua- 
tion on bare land for water-conservation purposes. The tax rate in 
the northern district is 81 cents. But they have a much broader base 
and it is possible for them, I believe, to have a lower rate. 

I would like to introduce Mr. Albert Henley, attorney for the Tri- 
County Water District. 

Mr. Henry. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am 
representing the Santa Clara-Alameda-San Benito Water Authority, 
popularly known as the Tri-County Authority. [am going to be very 
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brief and not repeat anything that Mr. Gubser said, either in his testi- 
mony or in his written statement. 

I would like to share one thought with the committee only, and that 
is that our need in our area which Mr. Gubser so ably represents has 
been specifically recognized in the findings of former committees of 
the Congress. For example, during the consideration of the bill which 
became Public Law 356 of the 81st C ongress, the Senate Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs stated: 

The committee also finds that there is an immediate and critical need for water 
in Contra Costa, Alameda, Santa Clara, and San Benito Counties, Calif. The 
committee believes that the relation of the Central Valley project to the water- 
supply situation in Contra Costa, Alameda, Santa Clara, and San Benito Counties 
should be clarified as rapidly as possible and that the water needs and potential- 
ities of those counties be determined in the immediate future. 

And then in Public Law 356, which I have mentioned, there is a 
specific recognition of our interest in Central Valley project water 
because the law calls for feasibility studies of “a conduit or conduits” 
to bring such water to Santa Clara Valley. 

I will take no further time of the committee. I thank the chairman 
for his courtesy in allowing me to present this matter. 

Senator Anperson. I appreciate your brevity. It helps us in this 
long list of witnesses. 

Mr. Gupser. The next witness is Mr. Edward Hanna, vice president 
and chairman of the board of directors of the San Benito County 
Water Conservation District. 

Mr. Hanna. I would like to add to Representative Gubser’s state- 
ment that we are close to the reservoir. We are just over the hill, 
less than 8 miles from the site of the San Luis Reservoir. We are 
shipping out to market $12 million a year worth of produce and none 
of it is surplus. 

There are no subsidized crops growing in our area. The land is not 
new land to go under production. Some of it has been in production 
160 years and a great majority of it over 100 years. 

As to whether we can afford to do the job ourselves on the local 
level, the best estimate that we have had from the State engineer, on 
the cost of water delivered at our district, at the boundary, 1 is $22 an 
acre-foot without a subsidy. To that we have to add a cost. of $10 or 
$12 an acre-foot to deliver to the users, which will bring the cost of 
that water between $32 and $35 an acre-foot. We cannot pay that 
kind of price for water. 

There are a few crops growing in our district that can afford to 
pay that, but the great majority ‘of them cannot. 

In my own district, we have 6,000 acres of land which have gone 
dry. Eight years ago that land was selling for $2,500 an acre. Today 
it is assessed on the tax rolls at $70 an acre. When land values to- 
boggan in that manner, it raises hob, particularly with the local school 
districts. They are in a bad position now because of loss of assessed 
valuation due to lack of water. 

Senator Anperson. Was this land in apricots? 

Mr. Hanna. Apricots and prunes which have been pulled out, row 
crops, such as tomatoes and lettuce. It is all in barley today. 

That is all, thank you. 

Mr. Gurser. The last witness is Mr. Michael H. Antonacci, director 
of planning, San Jose, Calif. 
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Mr. Anronacct, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, it 
is pleasure to be here. Iam here in support of Representative Gub- 
ser’s presentation of the San Luis unit. As a city planner, I must 
always think in terms of people, and must emphasize the potential 
needs of the people of the area, not generations into the future, but 
in the next generation. 

Everything we do and plan must be done with the ultimate goal 
of serving people. In serving people, we must keep in mind the 
elements of area, population potential, and time. 

From the st: indpoint of area, we have space within which to grow. 
The immediate metropolitan area around the city of San Jose alone, 
which is only a portion of the district area, has a space of 270 square 
miles. This represents an area six times the area of the city of 
San Francisco, and with a density of population of only one-third of 
that of the city of San Francisco’s density of population, this area 
will easily have a million and a half people within a short space of 
time. 

The population potential in northern California areas are not only 
tremendous but will definitely change the balance throughout the 
State of California. Many of the 40 million people which Governor 
Knight envisions will be in northern California. 

With respect to the element of time, we have to emphasize what 
the Governor stated before, that time is short. With growth in our 
area by migration several times that of growth by natural sources, 
we much provide for the needs of our people today rather than wait 
until tomorrow. 

Senator Warkrins. What have you to sustain that many people in 
your area / 

Mr. Anronacct. From the standpoint of industry ? 

Senator Warxrins. Yes; jobs. 

Mr. Anronacci. We have industries coming in very rapidly, as 
witnessed by the Ford plant, General Motors, the Lockheed plants, 
and many diversified industries. The balance is shifting somewhat 
in favor of industries, where it was entirely agricultural in the past. 

Senator Anprerson. You could not be agricultural without water, 
could you? 

Mr. Anronaccr. Some of our reports indicate that even though we 
have pulled out many acres of orchards for subdivisions and industry, 
at the same time the total in the last several years of acreage in farms 
has grown. Untillable land has been put into orchard deve lopment. 

Mr. Gurser. One of the reasons too for extraordinary consumption 
of water is that it is becoming a great strawberry-producing area, and 
strawberries consume more water probably than any other one crop. 

Senator Anperson. What is their consumption / 

Mr. Gupser. I am guessing, but I would imagine an acre of straw- 
berries would consume 4 to 5 acre-feet of water per year. 

Senator Watkins. What is the nature of the soil? 

Mr. Gupser. Strawberries are ordinarily produced on clay soil. 
But they will grow in black soil very well. 

Senator Anperson. Will alfalfa take that much water? 

Mr. Gupser. No; it will take, from my experience, about 214 to 3 
acre-feet. 
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This is a coastal climate. As a result, your transpiration from 
plants is not as great as it would be in interior climates. 

Senator Warkxrns. How many crops of strawberries do you have 
in 1 year? 

Mr. Gurser. The strawberry production season starts about the first 
of April and will go sometimes, depending on the frost and rains, 
to the Ist of December, and picking constantly all the time. 

Senator Warxrns. All varieties? 

Mr. Gupser. That is right; 20th Century Banners, primarily. I 
might say, speaking of this growth, when I was dental to Congress 
4 years ago, the city of Milpitas had a population of 750 and today 
it has over 10,000, in less than 4 years. That is how fast the area is 
growing. 

Senator Warkrns. Is that the reason that they are pulling the 
orchards up? 

Mr. Gupser. There are plenty of orchards coming up, particularly 
those on the higher elevation, because of higher water. 

Thank you very much. 

Senator AnprerRson. You are welcome. 

Senator Watkins. I enjoyed your testimony. 

Senator Anperson. I would like the record to show that we are 
very happy to have the able and talented minority leader with us. 
We are glad to have his statements here on this matter today. 


STATEMENT OF HON. WILLIAM F. KNOWLAND, UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Senator Know.anp. I appreciate that, Mr. Chairman. I have a 
meeting in the Senate Appropriations Committee that I have to re- 
turn to. 

I appreciate this opportunity to testify before this subcommittee on 
a reclamation project that requires the earnest consideration and study 
of this committee and the Senate. The San Luis project is designed 
to conserve and transport critically needed water to an area whose 
agricultural value is of great importance to the Nation as well as the 
State of California. 

Members of the Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
who have jurisdiction over reclamation and irrigation and water con- 
servation problems, know well the necessity of maintaining, develop- 
ing, and increasing our limited water resources in the Western States. 

Recently in a national publication, the Chief of the Corps of Engi- 
neers, Gen. Samuel Sturgis, stated that although the country’s sup- 
ply of water was not decreasing, our increasing population rate and 
industrial and agricultural growth are making the problem of water 
supply critical in many areas of the East as well as in the Western 
States. He stated that if we are to avoid an impossible situation in 
20 or 25 years— 
we are going to have to develop more water-conservation storage in our streams— 
bring these streams under hetter contro) so we might save the water and have it 
where we need it—and incorporate measures to achieve that with plans for flood 


control and other water-resources development. 
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As members of this subcommittee may know, the San Joaquin 
Valley contains some of the most fertile and productive soil that can 
be located anywhere in the continental United States. In times of 
flood shortages, such as in World War II, crops from this area have 
flowed into Government food larders and have contributed in large 
measure to keep the Nation’s food supply flowing at a healthy rate. 

However, in recent years, the west side of the valley has been meet 
ing with increasing difficulty in pumping water for irrigation and 
everyone in California agrees that a critical water situation exists in 
that area and that a supplemental water supply is necessary. 

The Bureau of Reclamation, its regional office, and the State of 
California have recommended construction of a dam and reservoir on 
San Luis Creek with the necessary canal and distribution works to 
distribute water over a 104-mile distance. 

I have been assured that the Department of Interior will be sending 
its report on the San Luis project soon. 

The cost of the reclamation project, using 1956 estimates, has been 
estimated at $229 million. It will supply “496,000 acres on the west 
side of San Joaquin Valley plus a small amount of municipal water 
for nearby communities. 

There has been some difference in judgment in the State as to 
whether the San Luis project should be built as a part of the Feather 
River project by the State or should be constructed now by the Federal! 
Government with later integration with the State project. In m) 
judgment, there is nothing that will prevent such integration, and I 
would be willing to assist in every way possible in the “fulfillment of 
such a program whenever the State is prepared to proceed on the 
Feather River. 

However, the urgent need for water in the San Joaquin Valley 
will not permit any ‘delay in securing additional water sources of irri- 
gation. The water is at an extremely low depth and the cost of 
irrigation is becoming prohibitive. In addition, the increasing per 
centage of salt content in the existing supply of water is a daily threat 
to the soil and fertility of the Jand. 

Mr. Chairman, the subject of the 1955 Yearbook of Agriculture is, 
appropriately enough, water. The opening chapter of this publica 
tion is entitled “The Story of Water as the Story of Man” 

The growth of California will require both the bringing of new 
water to the west side of the San Joaquin Valley, and the storage 
capacity for the statewide water plan. 

[ respectfully hope this committee will give favorable consider 
ation to the San Luis project. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to thank the committee for the opportunity 
to appear in support of this project. 

Senator Warkrns (presiding). We are glad to have your state- 
ment, Senator. 

Mr. Murray and Mr. Spencer, please come forward. 

Mr. Lineweaver. Commissioner Dexheimer will join them in a 
short time. 
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STATEMENTS OF W. A. DEXHEIMER, COMMISSIONER OF RECLAMA- 
TION, DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR; ACCOMPANIED BY C. H. 
SPENCER AND NORMAN MURRAY, BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, 
SACRAMENTO, CALIF. 


Senator Warxrns. Mr. Spencer, you may proceed. 

Mr. Spencer. Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee: My 
name is Clyde H. Spencer, Regional Director for the Bureau of Rec- 
lamation, Region 2, Sacramento, Calif. 

I have with me Mr. A. N. Murray, Regional Planning Engineer, 
Region 2, Sacramento. 

Senator Warkrns. It will be very helpful for the record if you will 
take these maps and explain where the project is, the principal units 
in it that are proposed, and its relationship to Central Valley. 

Mr. Srencer. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee: With 
your permission, I will make a brief introductory statement concern- 
ing San Luis unit and the way in which it fits in with the Central 
Valley project and the California water plan. After the statement 
I would be pleased to answer any questions which the members may 
have. 

Before discussing physical details of the San Luis unit, I can sum- 
marize the proposal by saying that the works would be used to cap- 
ture wintertime water which occurs in the northern part of California 
and, after meeting needs there, transfer the surplus to water-short 
areas to the south. This is the purpose of the irrigation features of 
the Central Valley project as planned by State and Federal agencies 
over the last 35 years. The Central Valley project, as its name im- 
plies, has been limited to the Sacramento and San Joaquin Valleys. 
It has been and is being planned and constructed in stages to meet 
the needs of various localities as those needs develop to the point 
where local interests are willing to pay the costs of the project. 

In several acts, the Congress has recognized this stage of develop- 
ment by authorizing additions to the Central Valley project. The 
Central Valley project, chart 1, was first authorized as a Federal 
reclamation project by the Congress to include Shasta and Keswick 
dams and powerplants, the Delta Cross-Channel, Contra Costa Canal, 
Delta-Mendota Canal, and Friant Dam, Friant-Kern Canal and Ma- 
dera Canal. The project was reautharized in 1940 to include dis- 
tribution systems from main canals. 

(The Central Valley project map is filed with the committee. The 
general map referred to follows:) 
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Mr. Srencer. In October of 1949 the Congress reauthorized the 
project to include Folsom Dam and Reservoir, Folsom powerplant, the 
Sly Park unit, and Nimbus Dam, Reservoir, and powerplant. 

The initial features of the project and those comprising the Ameri- 
can River development are now in operation. The Congress author- 
ized the Sacramento canals unit in 1950, a feature which is now quod 

construction. In 1955, the Trinity River division of the project w 
authorized and the first m: ijor construction contract on that diviaion 
has been awarded. 

The irrigation features of the Central Valley project have developed 
in three steps. First, additional water was developed for the Sacra- 
mento Valley, the east side of the San Joaquin Valley, and salinity 
control in the Delta. Second, additional water was developed for the 
Sacramento Valley and the lower west side of the San Joaquin Valley 
along the Delta-Mendota Canal. Third, still more water was devel- 
oped for the Sacramento Valley and for the Delta~-Mendota Canal 
service area. The supplies developed thus far do not meet the ulti- 
mate total requirements in the three major service areas, but do go a 
long way in that direction. The remaining large block of land in 
the Central Valley having critical need for supplemental supplies 
lies on the upper west side ‘of the San Jo: aquin Valley, a part which— 
the San Luis area—is proposed for development under the bill now 
before the committee. 

Senator Warkins. Have these lands all been irrigated heretofore? 

Mr. Spencer. The greater portion of them are now in production, 
being irrigated from wells. 

Senator Warxrys. Are there any new lands to be brought under 
cultivation ? 

Mr. Murray. Over 400,000 acres are prepared for irrigation now 
so no material amount of new land will come in. 

Senator Warxrins. Let us have the figure, if you have them. 

Mr. Murray. The total service area in the San Luis area is*496,000 
acres, of which over 400,000 are now under irrigation and fully 
developed. 

Senator Warxkins. It would be about 90,000 new acres? 

Mr. Murray. Actually less than that now. That figure is on the 
basis of 1950 conditions. There are about 450,000 acres that are actu- 
ally prepared for irrigation now. That would leave about 40,000 
acres of new land. 

Senator Watkins. What are the crops now being grown in the area 
where you expect to put the water ? 

Mr. Murray. C rops in this area at the present time are very heavily 
in cotton and barley. 

Senator Warkins. You grow surplus crops ? 

Mr. Murray. In those areas, yes; both of those crops are surplus. 
Only about 20 percent of the area is in other types of crops at present— 
such as truck crops and forage. 

Senator Warkins. How can you justify a project of this kind for 
the production of more surplus? That is a question that has been 
asked us a lot of times. We did not produce any surplus crops. 
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Mr. Murray. Our crop projections, Senator, show that with a much 
more intensified form of agriculture, based on a firm and dependable 
water supply, there will undoubtedly be a very large reduction in the 
production of grain, and some reduction in cotton from the peak 
3s reage of the last 2 or 3 years. 

Senator Warkins. What will go in in place of cotton? 

Mr. Murray. We project that in the future about 30 percent of the 
area will remain in cotton. It has been both smaller and larger in 
recent years. About 20 percent of the area in alfalfa, 10 percent in 
irrigated pasture, 5 percent in fruit and grapes, 15 percent in field 
crops, and 20 percent in truck crops. 

Senator Watkins. You think there will be a decrease in the cotton 
acreage ? 

Mr. Murray. Yes, sir; from the peak acreage of recent years. 
Senator Watkins. How about production per acre. Will it go up 
‘down if you get more water? 

Mr. Murkay. I would doubt it. 

Senator Watkins. Doubt what? 

Mr. Murray. I doubt if production per acre would goupasa result 
of water supply alone. 

Senator Watkins. You may proceed. 

I did not want to pass that by without asking you about it because 
in a recent reclamation project authorization they wrote in a provision 
that you could not produce any surpluses for price support. I pre- 
sume the people there would be willing to accept that sort of amend- 
ment. 

Eyre 

Mr. Seencer. The San Luis unit, with which we are presently con- 
cerned, lies on the west side of the San Joaquin Valley about 150 miles 
southeast of San Francisco and about 30 miles southwest of Fresno; 
charts 1 and 2. 

(Chart 2 follows :) 
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Mr. Spencer. Lands to be irrigated lie at elevations between about 
200 and 485 feet on a broad, gently sloping plain extending eastward 
from the coast range. The area totals about 496,000 acres in a strip 
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This is a semiarid area in the lee of the coast range in which surface 
water sources consist of intermitten creeks drying in the summer. 


Present irrigation relies entirely on ground water. 
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In 1951-52, the annual ground water draft from wells—which is in- 
creasing every year—totaled about 1 million acre-feet, of which 
300,000 acre-feet returned to underground. The average annual nat 
ural recharge is estimated as about 200,000 acre-feet. Thus the net 
overconsumption amounts to about 500,000 acre-feet annually. As a 
consequence of this overdraft on the ground-water basin, water levels 
in deep wells have been steadily declining. Between 1946 and 1951 
pump lifts have increased at an average rate of 25 feet per year. 
The average pump lift in the area in 1951 was about 400 feet. 

In 1943 representatives of the West Side Land Owners Association 
asked the Bureau of Reclamation to investigate the possibility of 
providing water for them through the Central Valley project. At that 
time, we were making a ‘comprehensive survey of potential water deve }- 
opment throughout the Central Valley, an investigation we wished to 
comple te before making detailed analyses of the West Side area. 

The results of these basin-wide studies present the essentials of our 
present plans for the San Luis unit, with diversion from the Sacra 
mento-San Joaquin Delta and the use of the San Luis Reservoir site. 
These plans are published in Senate Document 115, 81st Congress, Ist 
session, Central Valley Basin, August 1949. 

Subsequently, we have prepared a much more detailed feasibility 
report which has been reviewed by the State of California and is now 
being considered by the Secretary of the Interior. 

The first question that had to be solved in the studies was the source 
of water supply. The best source would be the winter and spring 
run-off that wastes from the delta into the Pacific Ocean each year, 
if some way could be found to lift the water from the sea level in the 
delta, transport this water southward and store it for use in the sum 
mer irrigation season. 

Fortunately, the Delta-Mendota Canal of the Central Valley proj- 
ect has been constructed from the delta to the San Luis area. This 

canal, and the Tracy pumping plant which lifts water from the delta 
into it, are designed to supply water to northern San Joaquin Valley 
lands. The maximum capacity of the pumps and the canal is ne eded 
only at the peak of the irrigation season in the summertime. 

Sixty-seven miles from the Tracy pumping plant the Delta-Mendota 
Canal passes within 214 miles of the San Luis reservoir site, a point 
close to the head of the San Luis service area. The Delta-Mendota 
Canal can deliver about 114 million acre-feet of useful irrigation water 
at present; it can be made to deliver twice as much with a San Luis 
Reservoir in operation. Thus, we can get twice as much use out of the 
$70 million Delta-Mendota Canal system. 

Water imported for the San Luis service area would be lifted at the 
Tracy pumping plant and transported in the Delta-Mendota Canal 
for a distance of 67 miles to San Luis Creek at times when the Tracy 
plant and the Delta-Mendota Canal are not being used fully, chart 3. 

(The charts referred to follow :) 
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Mr. Spencer. Beyond San Luis Creek, new works would be re- 
quired, including the 199,000 horsepower San Luis pumping plant, the 
San Luis Reservoir, the 104-mile San Luis Canal, the Pleasant Valley 
pumping plant and canal, transmission facilities to the project pump- 
ing plants, a series of small relift pumps, and miscellaneous structures 
for maintenance and operation. These facilities would deliver about 
114 million acre-feet of irrigation water per year from San Luis Canal. 

Senator Warkins. How much per acre-foot would that be? 

Mr. Spencer. The price in the report is $7.50 per acre-foot. 

Senator WarKins. Per year? 

Mr. Spencer. Yes, 

Senator Warkins. And the total cost per acre would be what? 

Mr. Spencer. On the basis of using approximately 234 acre-feet 
per year, it would be about $20 per acre per year. 

Senator WATKINS. $20 per acre per year, but what is the total cost 
of the water that is going to be developed and used on this project, or 
do you figure it that way ? 

Mr. Sp ENcER. The total cost of the project would be $229 million, 
and for 114 million acre-feet of water supplied to the project each 
year. 

Senator Warxins. You can divide it. I can do that. But is this en- 
tirely an irrigation project, with no power ? 

Mr. Srencer. That is correct, it is entirely an irrigation project. 

Senator WaTKiNns. Does it receive any help from power revenues? 

Mr. Srencer. Yes,sir. It will be mani unit added to the Central 
Valley project for which power revenues from plants already in exist- 
ence would be available for assistance. 

Senator Watkins. How much would be needed to make this a fea- 
sible project ? 

Mr. Murray. The irrigators on the San Luis project would pay 
about $196 million out of the total cost. 

Senator Warxins. The irrigators alone $196 million ? 

Mr. Murray. Yes, sir. That is over the repayment period of 50 
years. The balance of the cost of the $229 million, ties with the 
cost of the power facilities needed to provide pumping energy would 
have to be furnished from Central Valley project power revenues. 
The aggregate amount of that power subsidy is about $90 million. 

Senator Warxrns. In other words, the irrigators would not be in 
a position to even pay the operation and maintenance ? 

Mr. Murray. No, sir; they would pay the operation and mainte- 
nance cost and also about $190 million out of the total capital cost of 
the new works to be built. 

Senator Warxkrns. I understood you were going to use part of the 
power revenues to pay for the pumping. I notice you have a number 
of pumping plants on this system. 

Mr. Murray. The San Luis facilities—the new works to be con- 
structed—are estimated to cost $229 million. We estimate also that 
in order to pump water into this area, the water users will make use 
of existing power-generating and transmission facilities having a 
value of $67 million, or a total capital cost that might be said to be 
chargeable against the San Luis service area of about $296 million. 
The San Luis people will pay $190 million of that total, leaving the 
balance to be paid for by the commercial power revenues of the project. 


7889 1—56——_7 
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Municipal and industrial water users will repay about $6 million of 
the cost. 

Senator Warxrns. The figure that you gave a few moments ago as 
to the cost per acre per year, does that include operation and main- 
tenance ¢ 

Mr. Murray. Yes, sir. 

Senator Warxrns. Does that include charges for power for 
pumping ? 

Mr. Murray. Yes, sir. 

Senator Watkins. That would be, as I remember it, about $20 per 
acre ¢ 

Mr. Spencer. Per acre; yes. 

Senator Warkrns. Proceed. 

Mr. Spencer. Water for the San Luis unit would have to be pumped 
from sea level to an elevation of nearly 500 feet above sea fovel al- 
though much of the water would not need to be pumped through that 
full distance. We estimate that service of 114 million acre-feet an- 
nually to the area would require 756 million kilowatt-hours of electric 
energy annually. This power would come from the generating facil- 
ities of the Central Valley project, including the Trinity River divi- 
sion, since our report is based upon the assumption that Trinity gen- 
erating plants would be constructed by the Federal Government. 

In this connection, section 1 of Public Law 386, 84th Congress, 1st 
session, in which the Trinity River division of the Central Vallev 
project was authorized, provides among other things: 

That the Secretary is authorized and directed to continue to a conclusion the 
engineering studies and negotiations with any non-Federal agency with respect 
to proposals to purchase falling water and, not later than eighteen months from 
the date of enactment of this Act, report the results of such negotiations, includ- 
ing the terms of a proposed agreement, if any, that may be reached, together 
with his recommendations thereon, which agreement, if any, shall not become 
effective until approved by Congress. 

Power supply and rates for the pumping of water to the San Luis 
area are, of course, very important in order that water charges to 
irrigators will be as low as possible. The report on the sale of 
falling water will take into account this need for adequate and 
economical energy for the San Luis unit. 

In other words, we recognize need for a large block of electric 
energy for pumping which can be provided either from expanded 
Central V alley project generating facilities or from the existing 
facilities in conjunction with arrangements for the sale of falling 
water at the Trinity plants if they be built nonfederally. 

Senator Warkrns. In order to subsidize this particular operation, 
would it require an increase in the existing power rates in that area? 

Mr. Spencer. No, sir. 

Senator Watkins. Even though you did not build any new power- 
production facilities ? 

Mr. Spencer. It would not require any additional facilities. It 
would not require raising the rates. 

Senator Warxrns. What is happening to that exar money that you 
seem to have now ? 

Mr. Srencer. Our repayment studies show a surplus, without the 
San Luis unit, of approximately $125 million over the pay-out period. 
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Senator Warxins. You have paid that in now on the cost, or are you 
holding it in reserve ¢ 

Mr. Spencer. All of our revenues are paid into the Treasury, but 
they are a credit to the Central Valley project. 

Senator Warkins. Proceed. 

Mr. Spencer. It has been our consistent effort in designing the 
various units of the Central Valley project to lay them out so they 
can serve an immediate area and at the same time be adapted to future 
use in other areas. The Delta-Mendota Canal and its proposed use 
with the San Luis unit is an example of this long-range planning. 

Our Central Valley Basin report was first “released in 1945 and 
underwent review by the State and other agencies during the next 
few years before final publication in 1949. In this basin “report we 
recommended that the San Luis Reservoir and main canal be so 
designed as to meet future water requirements in southern Kings 
and Kern Counties. 

Senator Warkins. In building the canal so it can be used for other 
facilities, do you build it with a greater capacity ? 

Mr. Spencer. Yes, sir. 

Senator Warkins. And what do you do about that extra cost to 
build it to that capacity? Is it assessed against the present people 
that are sponsoring this project, or is it just hung in the balance 
somewhere to be added to somebody else’s bill later ‘on? 

Mr. Spencer. In the pay-out studies which are furnished in our 
San Luis report it is a cost to the Central Valley project to be paid 
from project water and power revenues. 

Senator Warxkins. Why is it all added in now and paying as you 
go, without adding it on to some later deal ? 

Mr. Srencer. It is added in now. 

Senator Warkins. Let me put it the other way. If the people are 
going to get the benefits, why should they pay it if it is built for 
somebody ‘else, the extra capacity ¢ 

Mr. Spencer. Well, as I understand, the whole concept of the Cen- 
tral Valley project was to build for an expanding project, and the 
Congress only authorizes certain units at a time. If we were to con- 
struct just that basic unit without provision for any expansion, it 
would cost a considerably greater amount for the overall project. 

Senator Warkrys. I am not critic ‘izing the building of it. I think 
it is wise to do it that way. I am trying to find out how it is going 
to be financed and who has to pay for the extra capacity that is 
built in. 

Mr. Murray. The extra capacity and its cost is reflected in the 
present cost and repayment analyses of the project, Senator. 

Senator Warkrns. That does not answer who is going to pay for it. 

Mr. Murray. If there are no other facilities added—in other 
words, if no use is made of the extra capacity—its cost will still be 
paid from the presently anticipated revenues of the project. If, 
however, those facilities are subsequently used to serve other areas, 
the people served will assist in paying the cost of the extra capacity 
built into the features at the present time. 

Senator Warkins. What kind of a power rate do you have there 
to produce that kind of revenue, to take care of all of the present 
and the future as well? 
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Mr. Mcrray. The power revenues projected for the project are 
sufficient to cover the presently contemplated cost, including the San 
Luis unit. 

Senator Warxrns. What are the power rates that you actually get? 

Mr. Murray. Our commercial rates are averaging about 4.7 mulls. 

Senator Warkrns. Is that to wholesalers or retailers? 

Mr. Murray. Wholesalers. 

Senator Warxtins. That is what you charge the water users’ asso- 
clations ? 

Mr. Murray. That is what we charge those who use it com- 
mercially. 

Senator Warkrns. How about the irrigation, commercially and 
otherwise? 

Mr. Murray. As far as Central Valley project irrigation pumping 
is concerned, we carry what we term an intraproject transfer cost for 
pumping at 2.5 mills per kilowatt-hour. The theory underlying this 
charge is that 2.5 mills is adequate to pay the cost to operate and 
maintain and provide for replacements on power generating and 
transmission facilities. Then the actual capital cost of the power 
facilities is allocated to irrigation, and repayment for it is secured 
as part of the irrigation repayment of the project. 

The commercial power allocation is a separate allocation, the cost 
of which is returned with interest, as well as with provision for pay- 
ment of operation and maintenance and other costs. 

Senator Warxrns. How much of the cost of building the reser- 
voirs, independent of the powerplants themselves, is to be repaid ? 
Mr. Murray. Of the San Luis Reservoir or the whole project? 

Senator Watkins. The whole project. 

Mr. Murray. A very substantial part of it. 

Senator Warxrns. It is to be repaid? 

Mr. Morray. Well, on the reservoirs, all of the cost would be re- 
paid with the exception of the flood control, navigation, fish, and rec- 
reation allocations. That is the only part that would not be re- 

aid. 

. Senator Watkins. With the exception of flood control and other 
nonreimbursables. 

Now we get into that. What do they amount to? We will final- 
ly run it down. 

Mr. Murray. We contemplate that on the present facilities there 
will be a total nonreimbursable allocation to flood control, naviga- 
tion, and other functions, of $77.501,000, and this will not be in- 
creased materially with the San Luis unit. 

Senator Wartxrns. On the entire project? 

Mr. Murray. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Spencer. The entire Central Valley project. 

Mr. Morray. That is out of the total cost of $759 million, includ- 
ing the Trinity River division. 

Senator Warxins. When you are using it all for irrigation, you 
do not have to control the floods very much. 

Mr. Spencer. There should be a time, Senator; when we use it all 
and do not have to release any of it for flood control but we do not 
have that much reservoir capacity as yet. 

Senator Warxrns. Is that the ultimate aim of this entire program? 
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Mr. Spencer. It should be the ultimate aim for conserving all of 
the waters in the State of California that are now running into the 
ocean to waste. 

Senator WaTxrns. You have ample water to supply this project? 

Mr. Spencer. Yes, sir. 

Senator Warkins. There is not any question about the supply of 
water ¢ 

Mr. Srencer. No, sir. 

Senator Warkrns. No contest with respect to it / 

Mr. Srencer. There is always a contest in California over a water 
right. 

Senator Warkins. That is not news. But I mean on this particular 
project. 

Mr. Srencer. No, sir. 

Senator Warkins. There is no contest whatever as to the water? 
Nobody else is claiming this water ? 

Mr. Srencer. Well, there are claims; yes, sir. 

Senator Watkins. That is what I want to find out. 

Who is claiming this? 

Senator Kucuen, What water are you talking about ? 

Senator Warxins. I am talking about the water that supplies this 
project. 

Mr. Murray. There are claims; yes, sir. 

Mr. Spencer. Senator, there is now a minimum of 2 million acre- 
feet and a maximum of as much as 25 million acre-feet occurring in the 
delta, which is the area to the east of San Francisco Bay, that goes to 
waste every winter, the winter rains, melting snow, and floodwaters. 
Until there is some kind of development for storage, such as the San 
Luis Reservoir, that water is going to continue to go into the ocean 
and be wasted. 

Senator Watkins. Get back to my question. Who is claiming or 
interfering or has contrary claims to this water that you are going to 
use for this project / 

Mr. Murray. There are to my knowledge, 3 or 4 applications for 
permits to appropriate water in the delta at or adjacent to the point 
where the Tracy pumping plant is located. 

Senator Warkiys. There is not any claim by southern California to 
this water, is there ? 

Mr. Murray. The State of California itself has filed one applica- 
tion there, indicating a desire to serve southern California, yes. 

Senator Warkrns. Indicating a desire? 

Mr. Murray. Yes. 

Senator Warxrns. Is that the purpose put in the application ¢ 

Mr. Murray. Yes, sir. 

Senator Warkrins. It isno more than a desire, is it ? 

Mr. Murray. It is indicating an intent to serve southern California. 

Senator Warxins. Have you folks come to an agreement now so that 
you can come to the Congress and be sure you have no contests over 
this water? In other words, have you come to some sort of an intra- 
state compact on this? 

Senator Kucner. Arthur, I am going to suggest that if you raise 
the questions of claims, the questions be addressed to the State, but 
these good Bureau people are assuming a jurisdiction that I think 
they find onerous and which I find irrelevant. 
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The question of claims to water, indeed the whole question of the 
law of water, in California is an extremely complicated subject. 

I have been led to believe, and therefore would state, that we are 
talking here about unappropriated surplus waters, against which 
there is no perfected legal claim to beneficial use. I think that is a fair 
statement. 

But I would rather have the State engineer testify with respect to 
that problem, if you want it developed. 

Senator Warxrns. It so happens that the Federal Bureau of Recla- 
mation, representing the Federal Government, is in a more or less 
objective position. I know I can get the claims of the various people 
in the State by asking them about it. But T would rather get it from 
the men making the investigations to determine the feasibility of a 
project of this kind. I want to make it clear, if it is clear, and I 
assume it must be, that you have enough water even though there 
may be some claims, to take care of this project so that we will not 
build a project and not have enough water to take care of it. 

That is what I am interested in, and the Congress will be interested 
in it. Then if you have some contests that might seriously affect the 
water supply, I would certainly think that something ought to be 
done about arranging some sort of an agreement with respect to that. 
It can be done. It has been done in other areas. 

Mr. Spencer. Mr. Chairman, I agree, and it was our recommenda- 
tion in a report which has not been cleared yet, so it is not before this 
committee, that no construction be started until satisfactory water 
rights were acquired. 

Senator Warxrns. That is what I wanted to find out. I am abso- 
lutely cold on this project. I do not know very much about this 
particular unit. Some of them will be just a little colder than I am 
when you get this on the floor, if it gets that far. We ought to be in 
a position to know just what the situation is with respect to a project 
of this size. 

You people should be objective, because you are there to serve all 
the people and you have no interest at all in the fight over water, 
except to know that if you recommend the project you have an ample 
supply of water, and that it will not fail because of water. 

The reclamation projects on the whole have been very successful. 
The Bureau has been very careful over the years in seeing to it that 
they have a water supply and that the feasibility of it has been taken 
care of and that there is some reasonable rate for payoff. That is 
what I am interested in. 

If you are going to tell us about that later one, I will keep still now. 

Mr. Spencer. I did not intend to go into the water-right sii ation, 
but I am quoting from our report, which eventually will get before 
this committee, and we do recommend that no construction be started 
until there was a satisfactory water right assigned to the Federal 
Government. 

Senator Warxins. I want you to understand also that in asking 
these questions I have no hostility in these projects. I am for them. 
But I think they ought to be scrutinized very carefully, because there 
is not anything that could hurt reclamation programs more than to 
have prepared projects that some time in 15, 20, 25, or 30 years would 
fail for some reason that could have been anticipated at the time they 
were being authorized. 
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I think the Congress expects the committees to scrutinize them very 


carefully. So, in asking these questions, even though they appear 


to be hostile at times, I am merely trying to get the information for 
the record. I am in favor of the general program. All I want to 
see is that they conform to the program and meet the requirements of 
the law, so we do not keep passing new and additional laws all the 
time to keep expanding. 

Mr. Spencer. We have no feeling, Senator, that you are hostile to us. 

Senator Warxins. I just want to make that clear, because I do ask 
questions sometimes, and I try to make them germane and to the point. 

Proceed. 

Mr. Sprencer. In 1951 the State engineer of California proposed 
construction of a large canal system to deliver water throughout the 
western San Joaquin Valley and in southern California. The State 
proposal did not include a San Luis Reservoir but instead contem- 
plated one canal and a series of pumping plants of adequate size to 
meet part of the ultimate requirements in the San Joaquin Valley 
and in southern ¢ ‘alifornia. 

The San Luis unit, as now planned by the Bureau of Reclamation, 
contemplates essentially the same structures which we proposed in 
1945. A small increase is proposed in the size of San Luis Reservoir 
and in the main canal in order to meet the expanded water require- 
ments we now contemplate in western San Joaquin Valley, and we 
recommend that the dam be designed so it can be enlarged in the 
future to meet anticipated needs to the south. It is the same plan 
which was informally circulated in August 1954 among other govern- 
mental agencies and the State of California. In November of 1954 
the Bureau was advised the San Luis Reservoir was being included 
in the State plan for the Feather River project. Actually, the reser- 
voir at San Luis is a key structure which is in a position to furnish 
water to very large service areas, depending upon the size of canals 
connected with it and facilities for transporting water into those wider 
areas 

In summary, the project on which we have reported is designed to 
provide immediate service to an area of critical water need while being 
adapted to use in serving other areas to the south. As the State 
engineer proposed in his most recent report on the State’s Feather 
River project, our plan includes initial construction of a 1 million 
acre-foot reservoir at San Luis, with provision for future enlargement, 
so there is no substantial engineering conflict in our plans and those 
of the State. 

The cost of the major storage and conveyance features of the San 
Luis unit is estimated at $229 million—all of which, except for $90,000 
for minimum basic recreational facilities, would be reimbursable. 

In addition, distribution and drainage systems costing $170 million 
would be required. These might be constructed either by the local 
interests or by the United States. 

The benefit-cost ratio for the San Luis unit, computed on a 100-year 
basis, is2.5to1. If primary benefits only are considered, the benefit- 
cost ratio is 1.07 to 1. 

Our repayment analyses show that with the San Luis unit integrated 
financially with the Central Valley project, a water rate of $7.50 for 
delivery at canalside would be sufficient for full repayment of reim- 
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bursable costs of the major storage and conveyance features by the 
year 2014. 

This rate would be sufficient to repay 85 percent of the cost of the 
new works. Commercial power revenues over and above those needed 
for power repayment are available to provide the balance of irrigation 
repayment, including the capital cost of the power facilities needed 
to generate the required electric energy for pumping. 

If the water users choose to contract for distribution systems with 
the United States and repay the cost in equal annual] installments over 
a 40-year en the annual payment is estimated to be about $414 
million per year. The total costs, although relatively high as com- 
pared to many other projects, are well within the ability of the farmers 
to repay. 

Senator Warxtns. This project does not include a distribution 
system ¢ 

Mr. Spencer. No, sir. 

Senator Warkrns. That would be afterward? 

Mr. Spencer. That would be a separate authorization. 

Senator Warxrns. Is it contemplated that that would come under 
the distribution act that was passed last year ? 

Mr. Spencer. I do not know whether the water users would want 
to come under that or whether they would prefer to have the Federal 
Government do that. 

Senator Warkins. How big a job is that going to be to get distribu- 
tion systems? 

Mr. Spencer. We estimate the total cost would be $170 million. 

Senator Warxins. That is just for the San Luis? 

Mr. Spencer. Yes. 

Senator Warxrns. Do they not already have canals? 

Mr. Sprencer. It is an entirely underground supply now pumping 
from wells. 

Senator Warxrns. You are not going to follow the program of let- 
ting it be poured on the soil and let it go into the underground. This 
will be all surface ? 

Mr. Srencer. The project is designed to function with an imported 
surface supply in conjunction with the use of a safe amount of ground 
water. Both sources would be used in the future. 

Senator Warxkrns. I understand that. A number of years ago, when 
this committee was holding hearings on the Central Valley project, 
there were proposals and there was a discussion about water that would 
run on the land to fill up the underground reservoirs. 

Mr. Spencer. That would happen in this case, too. 

Senator Warxins. That would not be put on crops, but would just 
percolate into the ground ? 

Mr. Spencer. No. It would be put on the ground and used for 
crops, but part of it would percolate into the ground, sir. We do not 
anticipate artificial recharging. We are not going to do that. 

Senator Warxtns. The surface of the land is such that the waters 
that are not used by plants, which are not evaporated, will go under- 
ground ? 

Mr. Spencer. Yes; and be recovered subsequently through a com- 
bined pumping operation, along with the surface supply. 

Senator Warkrys. What is the average lift of the pumping? 
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Mr. Spencer. At the present time it is running close to 500 feet. 
Most of the wells in the area are close to depths of 1,500 to 2,000 feet 
and even a little more, and they pump on an average of from 500 feet. 

Senator Warkrns. They grow cotton with that kind of water at 
that kind of cost ? 

Mr. Spencer. Theycan. It is getting pretty thin. 

Senator Anperson. Anytime it goes below 300 feet it is getting 
pretty expensive, is it not ? 

Mr. Spencer. Yes, sir. 

Senator Warkins. They ought not to grow cotton in competition 
with an area where God sends the water down to take care of it. 

I have a pump on one of my farms and 65 feet is enough for me. 

Senator Kucnen. May I ask one question, if you are finished, Mr. 
Spencer ? 

Mr. Spencer. Yes, Senator. 

Senator Kucnet. Are you acquainted with the ree ‘ommendations 
which the State engineer has made in his official report ? 

Mr. Spencer. Yes; 1am. 

Senator Kucnen. Speaking as an engineer, do you find any objec- 
tion to the feasibility of the recommendations he makes ? 

Mr. Spencer. Engineeringly,no. 

Senator Warkrns. Do you have a qualification there? That implies 
that you must have some other thought. Whatever it is, let us have it. 

Senator Kucnen. I think we will get into the policy questions before 
not too long. 

Mr. Srencrr. The question was from the standpoint of engineering, 
and there are no engineering reasons why I would objec ttoit. I would 
not want to make any statement about the polic y ane. legal matters 
and other ramifications, as you might call them, that go along with 
the proposal of the State engineer. 

Senator Watkins. I am not asking you to step into matters of 
policy, but if it were integrated with that program, would there be 
any effect whatsover on the feasibility of the project you are now 
e xpli ining to the committee ? 

Mr. Spencer. No. From an engineering standpoint, no, Senator. 
What is involved, and the reason I am still sticking to the engineer- 
ing, is that the economic feasibility requires a lot of negotiation and 
explor ation of just what this means, and what that means, as far as 
the economics are concerned. 

Senator Warxins. Who handles the economics for your Bureau, 
in that region ? 

Mr. Spencer. Mr. Murray. But we have not examined the State 
report in enough detail and have not explored it with the State 
officials to a point where we understand all of the background, every- 
thing that has gone into that report. 

Senator Warxrns. All you are saying now is that from the stand- 
point of engineering the report is all right. 

Mv. Spencer. That is correct. 

Senator Warxrns. But you are not passing on economics at all. 

Mr. Srencer. Not at all. 

Senator WarTxrns. Are you going to come up finally with a recom- 
mendation that this project is “feasible ? Then I will want to know 
how you are going to do it without going into the economics. 
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Mr. Srencer. The recommendation which we expect to make on 
the all-Federal project is that it is economical. Also, we see no par- 
ticular reason why it might not be economical if, through negotiations, 
there is enough give and take so that it is a good deal for the Govern- 
ment and the water users, in addition to the State. But that will 
have to wait until such time as we have had the negotiations. 

Senator ANpERsoN. I am sorry, I do not quite follow that last 
answer, whether it is a yes or no. 

Just what do you mean by that on feasibility ? 

Mr. Spencer. My answer, Mr. Chairman, was I will give an un- 
qualified yes tu the engineering feasibility of integration. I do not 
know enough about the financial and economic part of the State 
engineer’s report to say whether or not that would impair feasibility 
from the standpoint of the Government. It would take negotiations 
with the State engineer or other State officials before I could give 
you an unqualified answer of “Yes” or “No” on that one. 

Senator Anperson. Let me ask you this. Was there a report made 
by a group called the Bechtel group ? 

Mr. Spencer. Yes, sir. 

Senator Anperson. Did that group have several former Bureau of 

teclamation engineers on it ? 

Mr. Srencer. I understand it did. 

Senator ANnperson. What did the Betchel report show ? 

Mr. Srencer. I have not read the Bechtel report completely. I 
read a summary of it. 

Senator AnpErson. When did it come out? 

Mr, Murray. December of 1955, I believe. Yes, sir, December of 
1955. 

Senator Anperson. And this is May of 1956? 

Mr. Spencer. Right. 

Senator Anperson. You are tesifying on projects, a project. When 
will you get a chance to study this? 

Mr. Spencer. That is not our project. We are not testifying on 
the Feather River project. 

Senator Anperson. Does not the Feather River project of the 
Bechtel group include this area? 

Mr. Srencer. Yes. But, Mr. Chairman, back in 1943 we were re- 
quested by the Westlands Water District to investigate, under a co- 
_ rative agreement, with the water users financing part of it, the 

San Luis project as a unit of the Central Valley project 

We have done that, and we are now making a report. We are here 
asked to testify on certain bills—I think there are 7 or 8 of them, or 
maybe 9 or 10 by this time—which are not limited to the project on 
which we are reporting. 

I would like to be limited to our project. 

Senator ANpERsoN. We will be happy to limit you to your project. 
But here are the views and recommendations of the State of Cali- 
fornia on the San Luis unit of the Central Valley project; then there 
is a report on financing and constructing the Feather River project; 
and then there is the Bechtel report. 

How can you expect the members of this committee of the Congress, 
who cannot even get a chance to spend an afternoon on the project, 
to get through it if you folks do not get a chance to study these re- 
ports? 
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Mr. Spencer. I assure you, Mr. Chairman, I sympathize with your 
problems on that one, but I would like to be limited to reporting on our 

San Luis unit. 

Senator Anperson. Will you, when you report on that, give a gen- 
eral ordinary feasibility report? You have said that engineeringly 
it is feasible. We had a good deal of comment about growing bananas 
on Pikes Peak in connection with the upper ¢ ‘olorado project. Engi- 
neeringly that is feasible; economically it is not. We would like to 
have a feasibility report to the effect that it is more than engineeringly 
feasible. 

ara we have that ¢ 

Mr. Spencer. Do I understand, Mr. Chairman, you want us to 
make 

Senator Anprrson. In the ordinary report on a reclamation project, 
the report says, “We find the benefit-cost ratio to be such-and-such to 
1,” and “we find these other things,” and “‘we therefore find the work 
feasible.” 

Is it engineeringly feasible ¢ 

Mr. Lineweaver. Engineeringly and economically. I think there 
is some confusion, Mr. Chairman. I think Mr. Spencer is testifying 
that the Bureau’s report on the San Luis unit is both engin eeringly 
and economically feasible, but he says he has not had an opportunity 
to go into the economies of the State plan on the Feather River project, 
including the San Luis unit. 

Mr. Srencer. That is correct. 

Mr. Murray. That is exactly it. 

Senator Anprrson. All right, let me get back to the San Luis unit. 

Have you examined the comparison between what the State plans 
to do and what the Federal Government plans to do on the San Luis 
project? Are there some differences between them ? 

Mr. Spencer. There are some differences in size of certain struc- 
tures and elevation of canals and so on. 

Senator Anperson. The Bureau of Reclamation proposal is sup- 
posed to cost $229,143,000. The figures I have of the State of Cali- 
fornia proposal is $175,925,000. Do you know anything about. the 
justification for the other items that are in the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion project for the difference of cost between the two of them ? 

Would you comment on the difference of cost between the two of 
them / 

Mr. Spencer. I heard the testimony this morning in which some 
discussion was had on the $23 million of flood control which we do 
not agree with. 

Senator Anprerson. Explain that. 

Senator Warxktins. Do you think it should be more or less? 

Mr. Spencer. Maybe in our report we had a misnomer when we 
called it flood-control benefits. It was construction nec essary to take 
care of protection of structures which we expected to build. 

Senator ANpERSON. It was flood protection facilities? 

Mr. Spencer. That is correct. 

Senator Anperson. If it is flood protection facilities, there is no 
reason why that should be nonreimbursable. 

Mr. Srencer. And we did not so indicate. 
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Senator Anperson. And I agree with you. I do not see why flood 
protection facilities should be nonreimbursable, but control facilities 
should be. 

So the $23 million, or $23,543,000, of flood protection facilities you 
think should be in the project should be reimbursable ? 

Mr. Srencer. That is correct. 

Senator Anperson. There are some differences between the Pleasant 
Valley Canal, Pleasant Valley pumping plant, and so forth. 

Do you care to comment on those ? 

Mr. Spencer. In a general way. The State proposed that their 
main canal would take out at a higher elevation from the San Luis 
Reservoir. In so doing, they were pumping all of the water up to 
the higher elevation. Our plan called for a canal at a lower eleva- 
tion, which would serve a considerable amount of the land which 
you will note on the map. 

Do you see the red canal line which goes through the middle? 

Instead of pumping all of the water approximately 500 feet, we 
were going to pump to the lesser elevation and then use relift pumping 
for the amount of water required to serve the land above the canal. 

Senator Anperson. And that would make a higher initial cost at a 
lower annual cost ? 

Mr. Spencer. That is correct. 

Senator Anperson. But that would not, in the last analysis, be any 
challenge to the real feasibility of the project? 

Mr. Spencer. No, sir. 

Mr. Murray. No. 

Senator Anperson. So far, then, as the Bureau of Reclamation is 
concerned, it thinks that the San Luis project is a feasible one and 
it will eventually submit a report or eventually have cleared a report 
attesting to the « omplet e feasibility of the project ? 

Mr. Spencer. That is correct. 

Senator Warkins. But that does not include distribution facilities. 

Do you feel that the farmers can pay the $7.50 per acre-foot and 
in addition put in the $170 million for distribution works? Do you 
feel they can do that and pay the overall cost on the San Luis project ? 

Mr. Spencer. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kucuer. Mr. Chairman, the purport of my question on 
feasibility was not with respect to the Federal concept of the dam, 
because they spell it out. Mr. Spencer spells it out here. 

My question was this: In his opinion as an engineer, is this theory 
of integration feasible from an engineering point of view, and, if it 
is, and if there is no quarrel on the engineering aspects of it, then 
we get down to policy problems and I though we ‘aan catalog ‘them. 

Senator Anderson. My thought is that fe asibility has a somewhat 
specified and restricted meaning in connection with a reclamation 
project. 

Senator Warkins. And it is the policy not to authorize projects un- 
less they are feasible. That is why we want to know. 

Senator Anperson. If you use another word besides feasible, it helps 
me a little bit. When you start to say that a project is feasible, it 
would make it easier if you could call it a practical method of opera- 
tion. 

Senator Kucuet. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 
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Senator ANpERson. You may proceed. 

Mr. Srencer. Thank you. 

Senator Anperson. Before you do that, at the end of your state- 
ment I would like to put into the record the statement of the Federal 
cost under a joint Federal-State plan of development of the project. 

Is that taken from your report and that of the State pretty largely ¢ 

Mr. Murray. Yes, sir. 

Senator ANvERSON. We will make it a part of the record at the end 
of your statement. 

Mr. Spencer. In summary, it may be noted that provision of irriga- 
tion water to the San Luis unit by means of the Central Valley project 
and Feather River facilities is another step forward in the application 
of the principles upon which California water planning is based, and 
of which the original Central Valley Project represents the first 
application. Integr: ition of State and Federal plans has reached 
the stage of agreement in principle but details remain to be worked 
out. 

Mr. Srencer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for allowing me to present 
my statement. 

Senator Anperson. Are there any additional questions? 

Senator Warxins. You had what in mind when you said that it 
would be subject to some agreements that would have to be entered 
into. You recommended that no construction be authorized until such 
things happen. 

Mr. Spencer. That is correct. 

Senator Warxrns. The matters that you just mentioned, some of 
these details, were the ones that were in your mind at that time, when 
you made that statement ? 

Mr. Spencer. Yes, sir. What I meant is that we have our plan, and 
there is a State plan, and there are engineering differences in elevations 
of canals, dam outlets, and so on. Before the Congress could in- 
telligently tell us to go ahead on the basis of adopting these changes 
we would have to know exac tly what we had agreed to. 

Senator Warxrns. The State’s plan is to integrate with your plan, 
T understand. The two plans are not in conflict. 

Mr. Srencer. They are not in fundamental conflict, no; only in 
detail. 

Senator Watkins. That is, the overall programs do not conflict. 

Does the State plan to receive direct benefits from the Federal 
expenditure and Federal construction ? 

Mr. Srencer. If it were integrated with the Central Valley project, 
yes. 

Senator Warkrns. Will it be? Is that the program? Is that the 
State’s program? I donot know what it is. I have not heard it. 

Mr. Spencer. That is my understanding of the State’s program, sir. 

Senator Warkrins. They will receive benefits? 

Mr. Spencer. I do not like to answer that question. 

Senator Anprerson. There was testimony given earlier today that 
there was a program of integrating these. 

He is technically correct, that is not their problem. They are not 
testifying to that. But the State, I think, quite well indicated that. 

Senator Watkins. After all, the hearings are held for the purpose 
of educating Senators and Congressmen. “Tf they do not educate us, 
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the hearings are wasted. It is either that or we are not able to under- 
stand or the instruction has not been too effective. 

Senator Anprrson. I do not know of another irrigation project in 
the country that has this sort of dual character that you have out there 
on that project. 

Therefore, it makes a little more difficult a problem compared to 
when we deal with on other projects, such as those on the Cofumbis 
River. There they are specific projects and there is not the relation- 
ship with the State. That makes a difference. 

Mr. Spencer. I understand, Senator. 

Senator Warxrns. I understand there are some features added for 
Federal construction in the State proposal. 

The State proposed that there be some Federal construction even in 
connection with their own proposal. 

Mr. Murray. Yes, sir; that is correct. 

Senator Warkrns. In the statement I have here it says the cost is 
unknown. On the features of the Bureau plan, modified by the State 
proposal, the cost is unknown; that is, the features pertaining to the 
San Luis Reservoir works, and so on, the cost is unknown. 

In other words, you are not in a position to give us a final figure on 
this? 

Mr. Spencer. No, sir. That is the State’s estimate. 

Senator Anprerson. Mr. Dexheimer, have you any comments to make 
on this project ? 

Mr. Dexuetmer. I do not have a prepared statement, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator ANpERsSON. We will be glad to have your views on it. 

Mr. DexHermer. I was very much interested this morning, par- 
ticularly, in Mayor Poulson’s comments on the project. If I might 
take a few moments, I would like to point out a few things which I 
think might be of interest to this committee in connection with that. 

We have not, of course, as the Bureau of Reclamation, considered 
that it was our problem to investigate municipal water supplies as 
such. 

As Mayor Poulson pointed out, we did not include supplies for the 
city of Los Angeles in any studies that we have made, thinking that 
we are confined largely to developing water supplies and investigating 
those things for the primary purpose of irrigation. 

The other—municipal supplies, and hydroelectric development, and 
so on, are rather considered incidental to the main purpose of reclama- 
tion, of developing water supplies for irrigated farming. 

I think when the mayor pointed out that we did not include the 
supply for the city of Los Angeles, he is entirely correct. I wanted 
to make that point. 

I think I should also like to point out for this committee that the 
Metropolitan Aqueduct and the Metropolitan Water District of Los 
Angeles and the associated cities in the surrounding counties, was 
conceived, developed, and engineered by former Bureau of Reclama- 
tion people. It is still operated by former Bureau of Reclamation 
people. So when they talk about better management under city 


control, I think that might properly be called to the attention of the 
committee. 
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Senator Warxrns. You mean you still have some good ones left 
in the Bureau ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. People get them wherever they need to develop 
water, Senator Watkins. 

Senator Anperson. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Senator Anperson. Proceed, Mr. Dexheimer. 

Mr. Dexuermer. I would like to add that there are 50-some former 
eae now employed on the St. Lawrence seaway in various key 

capacities. 

Senator Anprerson. They are now all right, too? 

Mr. DexHetmer. I presume so. They are getting paid more than 
we coulud pay them. The other thing I would like to point out for 
the benefit of this committee is that the Metropolitan Water District, 
which serves a large part of the municipal supply of waters and some 
other waters for irrigation in southern California in 1954 pumped, 
I believe, 350,000 acre-feet of water through the aqueduct. ‘That is 
about one-third of the capacity available by the continued installation 
of pumps and bringing it up. It has a capacity of 1,500 second-feet. 

They have, so far as I know, not pumped over 500 second-feet up 
to the present time. They are now installing the second set of three 
pumps in most of their pumping plants, w hich would bri ing them up 
to two-thirds capacity when those go into operation. 

There is, therefore, available to the metropolitan water district 
at the present time the amount of 1,212,000 acre-feet of water, of 
which they are presently using only 350,000 acre-feet. 

I would also like to point out that there is somewhere between 
1.5 million and 2 million acre-feet of water wasted into the ocean from 
Los Angeles through storm and sanitary sewers which could be re- 
claimed at probably a lesser cost than bringing water from the delta 
of the Sacramento River. 

I believe that those sources of water would take care of the foresee- 
able needs of the Los Angeles area for the next 15 or 20 years or more. 

Senator Warxins. Mr. Dexheimer, I had a brochure here during 
the Colorado hearings in which the ec chamber of commerce down there 
said they had enough to take care of them for 200 years. You are 

very modest when you put that down as 20 years. 

Mr. Dexwermer. I think under the State’s proposed plan for the 
Feather River project, the approximate cost of water taken to south- 
ern California varies from $45 to $65 per acre-foot. I feel sure that 
these other sources of water would be quite a bit cheaper that they 
have presently available to them. 

¥ ales would like to point out that at the present time the Department 
of the Interior has progressed under its studies of methods for puri- 
fying saline and brackish waters to the point where we feel that they 
would probably be competitive in the very near future, at least, with 
the estimated cost of water under the State’s Feather River plan. 

Particularly, I wanted to make clear to this committee the reasons 
why the Bureau of Reclamation has not considered a municipal supply 
for the Los Angeles area in any of its studies. 

We do not think that is properly our function. Thank you. 








106 SAN LUIS (CALIFORNIA) IRRIGATION DEVELOPMENT 


Senator Anperson. Do you have a question, Senator Kuchel 

Senator Kucuer. Commissioner, in your official capacity, you have 
studied the report of the State engineer on this so-called integration 
proposal, have younot? — 

Mr. Dexneimer. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kucuen. Can you say whether, in your judgment, the State 
engineer’s proposal is practicable from an engineering standpoint ¢ 

Mr. Dexueimer. The proposal, so far as it relates to the integration 
of the San Luis project with the proposed Feather River project, is 
entirely feasible, as we pointed out in our report that was made avail- 
able to the State several months ago. 

Senator Kucnen. Thank you. 

Senator Warkins. I have no questions. 

Senator ANperson. Thank you very much, gentlemen. 

At this point, I would have inserted into the record three documents 
dealing with this subject. The first item is entitled “San Luis Unit, 
West San Joaquin Division, Central Valley Project, California, Bu- 
reau of Reclamation Plan of Development.” 

The second document is entitled “Feather River Project—State of 
California Plan in San Luis Unit Area.” 

The third document is entitled “San Luis Unit, West San Joaquin 
Division, Central Valley Project, California, Statement on Federal 
Cost for Joint State-Federal Plan of Development.” 

(The documents referred to follow :) 


San Luis Unit, West SAN JOAQUIN DIVISION, CENTRAL VALLEY 
PROJECT, CALIFORNIA 


BUREAU OF RECLAMATION PLAN OF DEVELOPMENT 


Necessary surplus flows from the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta area would 
be transported to a point at mile 67 on the Delta-Mendota Canal, utilizing excess 
off-peak capacities of the existing Tracy pumping plant and Delta-Mendota Canal. 
New physical works required would be San Luis pumping plant (6 units 810 cubic 
feet per second each at 230-foot head and 2 units 750 cubic feet per second each 
at 184-foot head) and intake channel (13,000 feet long leading from Delta-Mendota 
Canal); San Luis Dam and Reservoir (1 million acre-feet initial capacity, de- 
signed for expansion to 2 million acre-feet) ; San Luis Canal (104.5 miles long, 
6,800 cubic feet per second capacity at canal head, 700 cubic feet per second at 
terminal end); Pleasant Valley pumping plant at mile 76 on San Luis Canal 
(4 units, 125 cubic feet per second each at 150-foot head) and intake channel; 
Pleasant Valley Canal (19.5 miles long, 600 cubic feet per second capacity) ; and 
flood works, wasteways, relift pumps, and electrical distribution system to serve 
project pumps. Drains and irrigation distribution system would be required 
and are recommended for either non-Federal or Federal construction. Also, 
additional deep wells in the project area would be required and these are recom- 
mended for non-Federal construction. 

The San Luis pumping plant, utilizing surplus water delivered from the Delta 
area, would lift it into the San Luis Reservoir for storage or directly into the 
San Luis Canal for transmission to unit lands. High lands at the lower end of 
the unit area would receive water via the Pleasant Valley pumping plant and 
eanal. Lands on the high side of the San Luis Canal would be supplied by use of 
relift pumps. The delta water would be supplemented by pumping from ground 
water with the ground water pumps discharging directly into the distribution 
system throughout the service area. 


STATEMENT ON FEDERAL COST FOR JOINT STATE-FEDERAL PLAN OF DEVELOPMENT 


In its comments the State indicates that the Federal cost of the joint State- 
Federal plan which it recommends would amount to 175,920,000. The details 
of how this cost was determined are not presented, and Reclamation does not 
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fully understand all of its implications. However, a comparisou of the plans 
indicates the following: 


Federal cost: 
Bureau of Reclamation proposal____________________. _... $229, 143, 000 
State of California proposal______- aegis it) 2, 175, 920, 000 
Features of Bureau plan eliminated in Sti ite proposs ul: 


Peeeeent Veer Canes ~ .onkec es occ ste ec ek 4, 629, 000 
Pleasant Valley pumping plant. i 4, 579, 000 
Pumping plant, Delta-Mendota Ce anit ul to $ San Lu uis Reser voir_. 37, 333, 000 


Ficed-protection facilities... .....2..-6.22.. ~~ — 23, 53 i. 000 
Relift pumping faciilties_ Scapa 18, 472, 000 
Electrical facilities to serve Pleasant Valley and relift 





OURS Wa wacsc a snceccececccscunse _..-approximately__ 2, 500, 000 
Features added for Federal construction in State proposal : 
iret ES AOR OROS = cic wctc nen acnncamseiion ssc ___. Cost unknown 
Pumping plant, Delta- Mendot: a Canal to San nL uis :F ore ab: iy_.. Cost unknown 
Features of Bureau plan modified by State proposal: 
Location and size of San Luis Canal ‘ peace b EA a, __._ Cost unknown 
San Luis Reservoir (outlet works, alinement, ete.) _- _... Cost unknown 


FEATHER RIVER PROJECT—STATE OF CALIFORNIA PLAN IN SAN LuUIs UNIT AREA 


The State’s plan for the San Luis unit is basically similar to that of the Bureau 
of Reclamation. The State’s facilities presumably would have larger capacities 
as a greater area would be served in the western and southern portions of the 
San Joaquin Basin and water would be supplied ultimately to southern Cali- 
fornia. 

The State recommends the integration of the San Luis unit with its proposed 
Feather River project. This would, according to the State, require modifica- 
tion of the physical features of the San Luis unit as proposed by Reclamation 
as follows: 

1. A forebay to the San Luis Reservoir will be required. 

2. Two pumping plants for two-stage pumping of water into San Luis Reservoir 
or Canal would be required. 

3. A San Luis Reservoir afterbay at the head of the San Luis Canal would be 
required. 

4. The San Luis Canal would be relocated to a higher elevation and to new 
alinement. This woud probably result in elimination of the need for Pleasant 
Valley pumping plant and canal and the relift pumping facilities along the high 
side of the main canal. 

5. Flood protection facilities, wasteways, etc., would require modification. 

The State proposes the construction of the San Luis unit by Reclamation 
modified as indicated above to meet the requirements of the Feather River 
project. The State would construct 1 of the 2 pumping plants at San Luis 
Reservoir. Upon completion the State would take over operation of the facili- 
ties and contract for their repayment. 

Under this plan of operation the State would use the excess capacity of the 
Tracy pumping plant and Delta-Mendota Canal, paying 50 cents per acre-foot 
toward operation and maintenance costs thereof. When required in the future, 
the State would construct a 7,000-cubic-foot-per-second aqueduct from the delta 
to the San Luis Reservoir forebay and additional pumping facilities at the 
delta. Also the size of San Luis Reservoir would be increased, when needed, to 
2,100,000 acre-feet. 


San Luis UNIT, West SAN JOAQUIN DIVISION, CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT, CALI- 
FORNIA, STATEMENT ON FEDERAL Cost FoR JOINT STATE-FEDERAL PLAN OF DE- 
VELOPMENT 


In its comments the State indicates that the Federal cost of the joint State- 
Federal plan which it recommends would amount to $175,920,000. The details 
of how this cost was determined are not presented, and Reclamation does not 
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fully understand all of its implications. However, a comparison of the plans 
indicates the following: 


Federal cost: 


Bureau of Reclamation proposal____.____-....--.-....---..- $229, 143, 000 

Spm OR CA TATOT TG TOOT OI ais igen seen eeni 175, 920, 000 
Features of Bureau plan eliminated in State proposal: 

mG Viet Om. etic cra ah 4, 629, 000 

Pleasant Valley pumping plant.___.-____-_.-_~.--....-=...- 4, 579, 000 

Pumping plant, Delta-Mendota Canal to San Luis Reservoir__ 37, 333, 000 

Wi00G protection facilities... 8... is danse 23, 534, 000 

BDEIE SOIR, CORTE I OB oo rec cnt ee nnn eee 18, 472, 000 

Electrical facilities to serve Pleasant Valley and relift pumps 

Cn Din staat tir i cas bncongpie ab chgvhageiniamap 2, 500, 000 

Features added for Federal construction in State proposal: 

I ING cnn secestieaaiaciosteisci inlebieaeatatiateienanin dedi chan Cost unknown 

Pumping plant, Delta-Mendota Canal to San Luis forebay___. Cost unknown 
Features of Bureau plan modified by State proposal : 

Location and size of San Luis Canal___--------..------.._- Cost unknown 

San Luis Reservoir (outlet works, alinement, etc.) ---.----~_ Cost unknown 


Senator ANpEerson. We now come to representatives of the West- 
lands Water District. 
Mr. O'Neill, please come forward. 


STATEMENT OF J. E. O'NEILL, PRESIDENT, WESTLANDS WATER 
DISTRICT; ACCOMPANIED BY EDWIN J. REGAN, SENATOR, FIFTH 
SENATORIAL DISTRICT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA; REX 
PRESSEY, CITY OF COALINGA; ARMON HEFFINGTON, PRESIDENT 
OF CALIFORNIANS, TRINITY-SACRAMENTO-SAN LUIS; CHARLES 
T. KALJIAN, PRESIDENT, BOARD OF DIRECTORS, SAN LUIS WATER 
DISTRICT; AND LOUIS T. ROBINSON, PRESIDENT, TULARE LAKE 
BASIN WATER STORAGE DISTRICT, CALIFORNIA 


Mr. O’Neuu. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I have a paper pre- 
pared here that will take me probably as long as 20 minutes. If I 
can have that time, I would like to read it. 

Mr. Lineweaver. Will you state your name, please ? 

Mr. O’Nentt. J. E. O'Neill, president of the Westlands Water Dis- 
trict, Fresno, Calif. 

Mr. Chairman, we have six more witnesses and they all have pre- 
pared statements. If it is agreeable, I would like to have them at 
this table so that if there are any questions that may arise, they can 
help me answer them. 

Mr. Linewraver. Senator Kuchel, do you want the Bureau people 
any more? 

Senator Kucuen. No. 

Mr. Lineweaver. They said they had some other work to do. 

Senator Kucuen. I ask that they be excused then, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Anprrson. If we need them we will call them. The Bu- 
reau witnesses may therefore be excused. We just want to be very 
sure that we get a report on this and we are kept up to date as to what 
goes along in the appropriation, final estimate, and so forth, if we 
may have it, Mr. Dexheimer. 

Mr. Dexnermer. We will try to get that to the committee as soon 
as possible, Mr. Chairman, but the complicated nature of the State 
of California comments caused us a great deal of concern because of 
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the unusual policy and legal questions involved, which will take a little 
time before we will be able to resolve them and get an administration 
position before we send them to the committee. 

Mr. Lineweaver. Mr. Dexheimer, has the Bureau made an analysis 
of the Bechtel report ? 

Mr. Dexnermer. No, sir; we have not. 

Mr. Linewraver. Do you contemplate making one in the near 
future ? 

Mr. Dexuetmer. We think that the Bechtel report is rather limited 
in its anpheetce to the San Luis project and we have not made a 
review of it. We think that perhaps the official comments of the 
State of California are all that we need to consider in this, so we 
do not contemplate making any study of the Bechtel report. 

Mr. Lineweaver. May I ask this: If there is : any reference in the 
Bechtel report, I have never seen it, we would like to have any analysis 
that the Bureau may have where it has any relation to the San Luis 
project. Will you see that we get it ? 

Mr. Dexuermer. I think that we would prefer that the committee 
request that information from the State, as the Bechtel report was 
made for a committee of the Legislature of California, as I understand 
it, and has never officially come to our attention. We do not think 
that we properly should be involved in analyzing a report of that 
nature. 

Senator ANpERsoN. We will try to get one somewhere. 

Mr. Lineweaver. From some source; yes. 

Senator Anprerson. I do not blame you for your comments but we 
believe the Bechtel report indicates that the Feather River project 
may not be too attractive in some respects and we just thought you 
might have some comments on it. 

Mr. Dexuetmer. I would prefer that you obtain those from the 
State of California. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Anperson. All right, Mr. O’Neill. We are very glad to 
have you here and the group with you. We appreciate your coming 
and you take whatever time you need. 

Mr. O’Nemx. Mr. Chairman, I welcome the opportunity to appear 
before your committee today, in behalf of the San Luis project. 

I would first like to describe the area which this project would 
serve. 

It embraces approximately 500,000 acres of some of the most highly 
productive lands in the Nation, ‘located in western Merced, Fresno, 
and Kings Counties, California. Its gross annual agricultural pro- 
duction is valued in excess of $50 million. 

It provides employment for hundreds of workers at farm wage 
rates far above that of the national average and above that commonly 
paid in California, and contributes materially to the welfare and pros- 
perity of the many communities within the are 

The chief obstacle to the survival and cpoineiite of agriculture 
within this area is the rapid depletion of its underground water sup- 
ply. The average well will range from 1,500 to 2,000 feet in depth, 
with a water table of nearly 475 feet in depth today, as opposed to 
some 250 feet 15 years ago. 
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The deep well turbine pumping installations in these wells require 
from 150 to 250 horsepower motors to lift water from this great depth. 
The total cost of well and pump installations range from $50,000 to 
$75,000 per unit. These wells will individually irrigate approxi- 
mately 175 acres of summer crops and some 300 acres of winter crops. 

Such water is fast becoming prohibitive in cost. In addition, as 
the water supply is depleted, the quality of this water deteriorates. 
and, today, the high mineral contents of this deep well water is rapidly 
becoming a serious threat to the fertility of the land. 

It was evident in the early days of the development of the west side 
of the San Joaquin Valley, that there was a great need for a supple- 
mental water supply for this area. Even before construction was well 
underway on the initial features of the Central Valley project, the 
West Side Land Owners Association, which preceded the formation 
of such districts as the San Luis Water District, the Panoche Water 
District, and the Westlands Water District, was casting about for a 
source of surface water for their lands. 

It was apparent even in those days that this fertile area could not 
sustain long-range agriculture with water of a poor quality and an 
underground supply which ultimately must fail. 

Representatives of the West Side Land Owners Association worked 
closely with the Bureau of Reclamation, in order that capacity would 
be built into the initial features of the Central Valley project, to pro- 
vide adequate water for this area from the proposed San Luis Divi- 
sion. The West Side Land Owners Association cooperated, both finan- 
cially and in personal services, to help bring before the Congress a 
comprehensive report of the conditions within this area. This has 
been accomplished through the San Luis unit report. 

The San Luis project is a $229 million reservoir and canal project, 
designed to provide a badly needed water supply, for this $500,000 
acres of extremely fertile land. 

It would be located in Merced County, 12 miles west of Los Banos, 
and 67 miles south of the existing Tracy Pumping Plant of the Central 
Valley project. It calls for storing 1 million acre-feet of surplus 
winter water, which is now wasting in amounts exceeding 7,500,000 
acre-feet each winter, as it flows through the Sacramento-San Joaquin- 
Delta into San Francisco Bay. 

It is proposed to use existing facilities of the Central Valley project 
to transport this 1 million acre-feet from the delta to a storage reser- 
voir. Included among the existing features of this Central Valley 
project, which would be utilized in this program, are the $17 million 
Tracy Pumping Plant, the second largest pumping plant in the 
world, and the $46 million Delta-Mendota Canal. 

Winter surplus water stored in the reservoir would be released to 
farmers through the San Luis Canal system, which would extend as 
far south as Kettleman City, in Kings County, a distance of 104 miles. 

I would like to call your attention to the fact that there are very 
few reclamation projects that embrace as great an acreage and even 
fewer that have the agricultural potential. 

I believe many times we are misled in our thinking, because of the 


vastness of the Central Valley itself, and the complex features which 
make up the portion of the Central Valley project that have been 


constructed to date. 
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I believe it is necessary to isolate the San Luis Division in our 
thinking, so that we can realize that it is a vast agricultural empire 
in its own right, and were it located separately as a geographical unit, 
in some other portion of the Western States, it would, by itself, be 
considered among one of the largest and finest agricultural develop- 
ments in the West. 

I would like to state emphatically that this project does not con- 
template bringing new lands into agricultural production. The 
lands within the area in question are now fully developed. 

This project would also make available a supply of municipal 
water for the city of Coalinga, which is now supplied with such water 
via railroad tank cars. Other communities in this area would also 
benefit from the availability of higher quality domestic water. 

This project has long been under study by the Federal Bureau of 
Reclamation and it has been their determination that it fits into the 
reclamation plan, and, measured by the Federal yardstick, is in con- 
formity with sound national reclamation policy. 

It is also a logical unit of a much-needed statewide water plan, and 
is so designed that it can easily be integrated with future plans for 
the movement of Feather River water southward to the San Joaquin 
Valley, to the coastal counties, and to southern California. 

In his formal report on the project, the regional director, United 
States Bureau of Reclamation says: 

There appear to be no irreconcilable engineering or financial problems involved 
in coordinating the construction of the San Luis unit of the Central Valley 
project and the features of the State water plan. 

He further stated : 

The San Luis unit of the Central Valley project is equivalent to the initial 
stage of a part of the Feather River plan. Such differences as exist between 
the proposed physical structures are the result of different »ssumed construction 
sequences, rather than any differences in basic objectives or methods of service. 

The initial construction would provide for the storage of 1 million 
acre-feet, and also the basic dam construction required for later en- 
largement of the reservoir to a2 million acre-feet capacity, in keeping 
with Feather River project proposals. 

The initial or basic cost of such enlargement would be borne by the 
San Luis water users, who have been sponsoring this project, and to 
this extent would be a saving, both in cost and time to the State, 
should it later desire to integrate the San Luis Reservoir with the 
Feather River project. 

This proposed Federal development fits into Governor Knight’s 
program and into the program of water development for the State of 
California. 

We in the San Joaquin Valley are completely in favor of our State 
proceeding with its own State water plan; a plan to place water from 
areas of surplus to beneficial use in other sections of the State where 
there exists a water deficiency. 

We believe that, in accordance with both the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion and the State’s governmental representatives, that the Federal 
reclamation project at San Luis could and should be incorporated 
with the State plan when and if the State plan reaches the construe- 
tion stage. 
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Let me point out further that it does not deprive southern Cali- 
fornia, or any other part of California, of future water supply to 
which it may be entitled under State law. 

The constitution of the State of California specifically provides 
the rights of its citizens to capture, transport, and utilize for bene- 
ficial use, otherwise wasted water of the State. 

There is not, to my knowledge, any provisions which state how, or by 
whom, this water is to be transported from the point of recovery to its 
point of use. I believe that it should be the privilege of a representa- 
tive group of landowners to secure water service from the Federal 
Government or the State, or by their own private means, so long as 
they are willing to repay the cost and so long as they are willing to fit 
their program into the overall program of State water development, 
recognizing and respecting the rights of present and potential water 
users in our State. 

The San Luis project, in a measure, has become a controversial issue 
in our State. A studied attempt has been made on the part of the 
opponents of the plan to cloud and confuse the issues and to establish 
obstacles which would lead to the defeat of the Federal construction 
of this project. 

You may have been led to believe that the State of California is op- 
posed to this proposed project. You may have been also led to believe 
that it will interfere with the State development of its own water plan. 
Neither of these allegations bear even the slightest resemblance to 
fact. 

The development of San Luis fits geographically and financially into 
the State water plan. Those who oppose it are opposing it for com- 
pletely selfish reasons. By and large, they are people who have 
profited by Federal development in the areas south of the Tehachapi 
Mountains. They have never been hesitant to call upon the United 
States Government for aid. 

Now that they apparently feel they have wrung the last possible 
Federal irrigation dollar for southern California development, they 
propose to foreclose on any other Federal development within the 
State. Their purpose is to perpetuate the doctrine clearly brought 
forth in the Colorado River fight and that is to “rule or ruin.” 

The needs of southern California for additional water are in the far 
distant future, and according to a recent survey made by the Southern 
California Research Council, a photostatic copy of pages of that re- 
port are attached, show that southern California will not have need 
for northern California water for some 15 or 20 years. They only 
seek to control reservoir sites and other key natural facilities so that 
they can lock the door on the northern California water supplies until 
such time as they can dictate not only the time of construction but the 
price that all water users must pay en route. 

It is my opinion that this concept has motivated their opposition to 
Federal development of San Luis. 

If we are placed in a position where we have no other recourse ex- 
cept to accept dictation as to both time of delivery and price of water, 
we face the dubious future of either going broke through the drying up 
of our underground water supplies or going broke by footing a water 
bill which is beyond the ability of San Joaquin Valley’s agriculture 
to pay. 
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I know that some members of this committee feel that whenever a 
State is willing to take on the problem of developing its own water 
resources that the Federal Government will natur: ally step aside; that 
there are plenty of areas in the 17 Western States that want and need 
Federal reclamation without the Federal Government forcing its 
way into an area where it is not wanted. 

I want you to know that, dating back over this considerable period 
of years, we have made an honest and determined effort to bring the 
Federal Government in this picture in our area. That it is our wish 
the Federal Government construct this project as a part of the Central 
Valley projec é. 

We feel it should be your policy to do as you have done many times 
in the other Western States, and that is to consider, first, the wishes 
and desires of the people in the area to be served that ask for Federal 
help, and not accept the advice or the decisions of a self-centered, 
selfish group who have already received a maximum amount of Fed- 
eral benefit and seek only to prevent our area from receiving like 
benefits in accordance with national policy under reclamation law. 

To that end, I present a resolution of our board of directors, for- 
malizing this request for Federal construction and our willingness 
to repay the costs of this project under reclamation law and contract. 

I also wish to direct your attention to a resolution by the San 
Joaquin Valley Supervisors Association, recently passed at Fresno, 
Calif., and to numerous other resolutions by organizations that repre- 
sent the true wishes of the people of the valley and our State as a 
whole. That it is their earnest request to you, the congressional repre- 
sentatives of the people, that you support our request for the construc- 
tion of the San Luis division of the Central Valley project by the 
Federal Government. 

Much has been said about the large type farms on the west side of 
the San Joaquin Valley. The very nature of the present water supply 
in this area can never permit the development of small farms. 

The capital required to maintain the present water supply is be- 

yond the reach of most people. The multimillion dollar investments 
that have been made in our west side lands are the results of courage 
and fortitude seldom found in any area faced with the water prob- 
lems comparable to this one. 

The benefits that will accrue from the Federal construction of San 
Luis project can only be to the benefit of the people, an dthis project 
constructed under our present reclamation law will not permit profit- 
eering by the present farm operators. 

It will permit the small landowners on the west side, who presently 
lease their properties to these large farm operations, to farm that 
property themselves should they so desire. 

Further, it will provide opportunities for thousands of people who 
are migrating to our western area. A reasonably priced, good quality 
water supply, will fast change the farming pattern of this area 

We are presently farming approximately one-third of our ¢ rop pro 
duction in cotton and two-thirds in barle vy. These commodities are 
presently in excess supply. 

The availability of water from San Luis will permit not only oppor- 
tunities for small farms, but will immediately diversify farm produc 
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tion into fruits, vegetables, and other crops that are not ordinarily 
considered in excess production. The area under discussion will sup- 
port many thousands of families, to the benefit of our State and the 
good of the Nation. It would represent an investment in people. 

Members of your Interior Committees have visited this area and, 
I feel certain, understand and are sympathetic to our problems. I 
feel certain also that they will give careful consideration to our re- 
quest that this project be constructed as a part of the Central Valley 
project without delay. 

I hope that the members of this committee who have not yet had 
the opportunity of visiting this area will be guided by the thinking 
of their colleagues who support it. 

For the record, I would like to remind the committee that if Fed- 
eral irrigation projects in the past had been denied on basis of opposi- 
tion by certain interests and certain people in any of the 17 Western 
States, we still would not have built the first of our great reclamation 
projects. No one can successfully deny the value of these projects as 
a Government investment. Neither can they deny the dollar value to 
the State, to the local communities, nor to the individuals who live on 
the land. 

This project will follow the pattern of other irrigation projects. 
The west side of the San Joaquin Valley will develop and equal or sur- 
pass the development on the east side of our valley. It will sustain 
homes and schools and churches and industry and it will strengthen 
and enhance the thing we all hold most precious, our American way of 
life. 

I thank you. 

Senator Anperson. Thank you, Mr. O'Neill. 

Will you identify the documents which you would like to have go in 
the record ¢ 

The first is the resolution from the board of directors of the West- 
lands Water District ? 

Mr. O’Ner.. Yes. 

(The resolution referred to follows :) 


RESOLUTION 


Resolved, That the board of directors of Westlands Water District petition the 
Congress of the United States to authorize the San Luis unit of the Central 
Valley project of California as outlined in the report of the Secretary of the 
Interior dated August 1954: and 

Resolved, That the board of directors further request the Congress of the 
United States to appropriate such funds as may be required to prepare plans 
and surveys and to initiate construction of this project without delay; and 

Resolved, That the board of directors wish to convey to the Congress of the 
United States their willingness to sign a repayment contract for their proportion- 
ate share of the project cost and their willingness to comply with Federal statutes 
applicable to the project. 


STATE oF CALIFORNIA, 
County of Fresno, ss: 


George D. Helvey does hereby certify that he is the duly appointed, qualified, 
and acting secretary of Westlands Water District, a public district organized 
under the laws of the State of California with its offices at Fresno, Calif.; that 
the foregoing resolution was duly and regularly adopted by the board of directors 
of said Westlands Water District at a special meeting of said board of directors 
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duly called and held on the 16th day of April 1956, at which a quorum of said 
directors were present and acting; and that said resolution is still in full force 
and effect. 

Dated: April 24, 1956. 


[SEAL] GEORGE D. HELVEY, Secretary, 
WESTLANDS WATER DISTRICT. 


Senator AnpErson. The letter from the Kings County Farm 
Bureau ¢ 

Mr. O’NeEriyu. Yes. 

(The letter referred to follows :) 


KINGS COUNTY FARM BUREAU, 
Hanford, Calif., May 2, 1956. 
JacK W. RODNER, 
Manager, Westlands Water District, 
1284 Wishn, Fresno, Calif. 

Dear Mr. RopNer: As time draws close to further consideration by Congress 
of possible integration of the San Luis project into the State’s Feather River 
project, I would like to take this opportunity to remind you that the Kings County 
farm Bureau is definitely sympathetic to Federal construction (and integra- 
tion) of the San Luis Reservoir. 

We have previously notified you of our official position (taken after much 
study during a number of meetings of interested farm leaders). 

Please place our organization of 900 farmers on record (before the commit- 
tees and individuals considering the integration matter) as being favorable to 
Federal construction and joint Federal and State use of the San Luis reser- 
voir site. 

Respectfully, 
LEsLie H. Stockine, Evecutive Secretary. 

Senator Anperson. Then we have a resolution from Californians 
for Trinity-Sacramento-San Luis? 

Mr. O’Neriu. Yes. 

(The resolution referred to follows :) 


RESOLUTION 


The following resolution was unanimously adopted at the annual meeting of 
Californians for Trinity-Sacramento-San Luis held at the Capitol Inn in Sacra- 
mento, Calif. in January 21, 1956. 

“Whereas the ground-water levels in the western section of the San Joaquin 
Valley are continuing to drop at an alarming rate each year, and 

“Whereas this reduction in water supply requires increased expenditures by 
the farmers for pumping and pumping equipment to the extent that it threatens 
large sections of this fertile area with reversion to desert, and 

“Whereas in the Sacramento Valley, floodwaters have caused tragic, unpre- 
cedented, and unnecessary damage to individuals and the general economy of 
the State of California as well as the Nation, and 

“Whereas the San Luis Reservoir and Canal project is part of an overall plan 
to conserve and put these waters to beneficial use and increase the prosperity of 
the State of California and the Nation, and 

‘Whereas such a plan is consistent with the enviable 50-year record of reclama- 
tion accomplishments in the Western United States which have given jobs to 
thousands of people and broadened and strengthened the tax base of the Nation: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolwed, That Californians for Trinity-Sacramento-San Luis do respectfully 
request the Members of the Congress of the United States to approve legislation 
authorizing the San Luis project at the earliest possible date.” 







RESOLUTION 


Whereas it has been determined that the depletion of the underground water 
supplies on the west side of the San Joaquin Valley has reached a stage where 
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further delay in their replenishment will cause deterioration and ultimate de- 
struction of the agricultural economy of that area; and 

Whereas the continued deterioration of the water supply will destroy a $50 
million annual contribution to the economy of the valley on hundreds of thousands 
of acres of the finest agricultural land in the State of California ; and 

Whereas such deterioration and destruction of this land will seriously affect 
the economy of the State of California and the entire San Joaquin Valley: Be 
it hereby 

Resolved, That the San Joaquin Valley Westside Land Owners Association 
hereby goes on record requesting your support as a member of the State legisla- 
ture to the end that we may secure authorization in the coming session of the 
Congress of the United States for the construction of the San Luis project as a 
Federal development ; and be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be sent immediately to members of the 
State legislature in Merced, Madera, Fresno, Kings and Tulare Counties; and be 
it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution also be sent to all members of the 
Senate and House Committees on Interior and Insular Affairs. 


Senator Anprerson. Then we have a resolution here from the San 
Joaquin Valley Supervisors Association ? 

Mr. O’Nety. Yes. 

(The resolution referred to follows:) 


RESOLUTION BEFORE THE SAN JOAQUIN VALLEY SuPERvIsORS ASSOCIATION 


Whereas the construction of the San Luis project at the earliest possible date 
is vitally important to the entire San Joaquin Valley in order to furnish an 
immediate supplemental water supply; and 

Whereas Federal construction of said project would assure this at the earliest 
possible date: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolwed by the San Joaquin Valley Supervisors Association assembled in 
regular session in Fresno, Calif., this 20th day of April 1956, that the Federal 
Government be urged to undertake the construction of the San Luis project in 
California at the earliest possible date, and that consideration be given, for 
possible integration of this, with the State project, and, be it further 

Resolved, That copies hereof be forthwith sent to Senators William F. Know- 
land and Thomas H. Kuchel and to Congressmen Clair Engle, B. F. Sisk, and 
Harlan Hagen. 


Senator Anperson. Then we have the resolution from the Board of 
Supervisors of the County of Merced. 

Mr. O’Nem. Yes. 

(The resolution referred to follows :) 


RESOLUTION No. 238, BEFORE THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE COUNTY OF 
MERCED, STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


In the Matter of Federal aid in construction of San Luis project 


Whereas the construction of the San Luis project at the earliest possible date 
is vitally important to the entire San Joaquin Valley in order to furnish an 
immediate supplemental water supply; and 

Where Federal construction of said project would assure this at the earliest 
possible date: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Merced County Board of Supervisors assembled in regularly 
adjourned session in Merced, Calif., this 24th day of April 1956, that the Fed- 
eral Government be urged to undertake the construction of the San Luis project 
in California at the earliest possible date, and that consideration be given, for 
possible integration of this, with the State project ; and be it further 

Resolved, That copies hereof be forthwith sent to Senators William F. Know- 
land and Thomas H. Kuchel and to Congressmen Clair Engle, B. F. Sisk, and 
Harlan Hagen. 

The foregoing resolution was duly adopted by the Board of Supervisors of the 
County of Merced on April 24, 1956, by the following vote: 
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Ayes: Supervisors Glenn M. Fountain, Wm. Wade Morgan, Neill Gallaway and 
Emory O’Banion. 
Noes: None. 
Absent: None. 
[SEAL] (Signed) Emory O’BANIOoN, 
Chairman of the Board of Supervisors of the County of Merced, State of 
California. 
Attest: 
(Signed) E.E. JoHnson, 
County Clerk and Ex-Officio Clerk of the Board of Supervisors of the 
County of Merced, State of California, 


Senator Anprerson. The resolution of the Kings River Conserva- 
tion District, dated January 15, 1955? 

Mr. O’Nemu. Yes. 

(The resolution referred to follows :) 


RESOLUTION 


Resolved, That the board of directors of the Kings River Conservation District 
declares its interest in supporting the Westlands Water District in its effort to 
secure a supplemental water supply, from any source available, for direct irriga- 
tion and to improve its ground water table, and that a copy of this action be 
forwarded to the office of the Westlands Water District. 


STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 
County of Fresno, 8s: 

Vivian D. Kester does hereby certify that she is the duly appointed, qualified, 
and acting secretary of Kings River Conservation District, a public district or- 
ganized under the laws of the State of California with its offices at Fresno, Calif. ; 
that the foregoing resolution was duly and regularly adopted by the board of 
directors of said Kings River Conservation District at a meeting of said board 
of directors duly called and held on the 11th day of January, 1955, at the offices of 
said Kings River Conservation District, at which a quorum of said directors was 
present and acting; and that said resolution is still in full force and effect. 

Dated: January 15, 1955. 

[SEAL] Vivtan D. Kester, 

Secretary, Kings River Ucuservation District. 


Senator Anprerson. And a statement by Paul Staniford ? 
Mr. O’Newu. Yes, sir. 
(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF PAUL STANIFORD, CHAIRMAN, WATER RESOURCES COMMITTEE, 
FRESNO COUNTY AND City CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 


In the critical area of Fresno County there are 300,000 acres of land under 
pumped irrigation, with lifts from 350 feet up to and exceeding 700 feet, and 
with irrigation costs in some instances exceeding $60 per acre per year, for a 
water duty of 4 acre-feet. 

In Fresno County last year we pumped 1,300,000 acre-feet in excess of all the 
water which was accumulated last year from all sources. This circumstance 
accounts for the fact that the pumping level this year in the main critical area 
dropped as much as 25 feet in many wells. Some farmers have already shut 
down and sealed their pumps, and a conservative estimate indicates that 50,000 
acres will go out of production in the next 2 years, and more than 200,000 acres 
in the next 10 years, unless we can obtain supplemental surface water. 

For $50 million receipts from production in the area, $47 million were expended 
last year for labor and supplies, irrigation and power, maintenance of equipment, 
pumps and wells, insecticides and fertilizers, the cost of operating capital, the 
cost of fuel, transportation, and land taxes. With 200,000 acres eventually out 
of production, we would experience an annual loss of $50 million in our agri- 
cultural income, causing a drop of 15 percent in our basic county economy. This 
would seriously affect every business, profession, and most of the industries ‘in 
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our county, and the ramifications of such a catastrophe would reach out into 
the whole State and particularly to San Francisco where we find the headquar- 
ters of such corporations as a railroad, petroleum companies, insecticide com- 
panies, fertilizer companies, power company, insurance companies, and a bank 
which finances most of the operations in question. 

With a loss of 15 percent in employment on farms, in gins, in cotton oil mills, 
fertilizer and insecticide distributors, transportation companies, pump manu- 
facturers, and concerns dealing with the maintenance of farm equipment, we 
would be faced with somewhat the same disaster which overtook our grape indus- 
try in 1923. The effects of that disaster were distinctly felt in San Francisco, 
Los Angeles, and other parts of California. 

The San Luis project is a part of the original Central Valley project. It has 
been completely planned and according to the Bureau of Reclamation San Luis 
report, it can be constructed and in operation in less than 6 years. On the other 
hand, the Feather River project which admittedly must be built as a part of the 
California water plan, is still in the planning stage and probably will take from 
10 to 12 years to construct and put in operation. 

There is every reason why the San Luis project can be so constructed as to be 
integrated eventually with the Feather River project and assist in the distribu- 
tion of its water. 

It appears to us that in this critical area and under these circumstances we 
are justified in the interest of everyone in insisting upon the immediate con- 
struction of the San Luis project by the United States Bureau of Reclamation. 

It does not appear that help can come from any other source soon enough to 
save the situation. 


Senator Anperson. A statement by Laurence W. Carr. 
Mr. O'NEILL. Yes, sir. 
(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF LAURENCE W. CARR IN Support oF SAN Luis PROJECT 


I am making this statement to be filed by the proponents of the San Luis 
project because prior court commitments preclude my being present for the 
hearings in Washington. I am a practicing lawyer in Redding, Shasta County, 
Calif. I have served as president of the Shasta County Water Project Associa- 
tion and I am presently vice chairman of the Shasta County Water Resources 
Board. I am filing this statement as a member of the Trinity River committee 
of the Redding Chamber of Commerce and on behalf of the Redding Chamber of 
Commerce. 

The organization which I represent has endorsed the immediate construction 
of the San Luis project. The Congress has authorized the construction of the 
Trinity River division of the Central Valley project. The Trinity and San Luis 
projects were at one time considered as a single project because the Trinity 
project was considered as a source of the power supply for the pumping plants 
which would supply the San Luis Reservoir. 

The people in the Shasta-Trinity area who have actively supported the Trinity 
River project have worked in close cooperation with the supporters of the San 
Luis project because of the complementary nature of the two projects and the 
people of this area heartily approve the construction of the San Luis project. 

At the time of the hearings on the Trinity project it was pointed out that lands 
in the San Joaquin Valley were in danger of reverting to desert because of the 
lack of stored water for irrigation. Some of these lands will be served by the 
San Luis project and unless a water supply is immediately provided the lands 
will become unproductive. The San Luis project was approved together with 
the Trinity project by the Governor and both houses of the California Legislature. 
It is urgently needed and immediate construction is imperative. 


Senator Anprerson. And finally, the portions of the report of the 
Southern California Research Council, to which you have referred in 
your statement ? 

Mr. O’Neru. Yes. 

(The material referred to follows:) 
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WATER 
COLORADO RIVER RESERVE 


Southern California is entitled by contract to 1,212,000 acre-feet of water annu- 
lly from the Colorado River. At present, the Metropolitan Water District of 
Southern California, which supplies water to many southern California commu- 
nities, is withdrawing Colorado River water at a rate of »hout 250,000 acre-feet 
a year. Thus, the water reserve available to southern California amounts to 
about 962,000 acre-feet a year. 
sy 1970, however, the annual demand for water within the area served by the 
Metropolitan Water District can be expected to increase by about 560,000 acre- 
feet. In addition, it will be necessary, in the long run at least, to substitute 
Colorado River water for the present 300,000 acre-feet annual overdraft on under- 
ground basins in the Metropolitan Water District Area. With these increased 
demands, the Metropolitan Water District will be delivering about 1.1 million 
icre-feet a year from the Colorado River, or about $0 percent of its contract allot- 
ment. This estimate could be increased if in the future new communities enter 
the water district. 


WATER SUPPLIES SHOULD BE ADEQUATE UNTIL 1970 


There should be sufficient water for the Los Angeles metropolitan area during 
the next 15 years provided that (1) nothing, such as the current interstate law- 
suit, upsets the present arrangement allowing the Metropolitan Water District to 
obtain its contract allotment from the Colorado River and (2) the natural 
replenishment of underground water supplies is not diminished as a result of 
drought or impairment of watersheds. Nevertheless, the margin of adequacy is 
sufliciently narrow that unless other sources are developed, we may reasonably 
expect a water crisis soon after 1970. It is not too early, therefore, to take steps 
to assure our future water supply by developing other sources. 








120 SAN LUIS (CALIFORNIA) IRRIGATION DEVELOPMENT 


Use of Colorado 
River Allotment 
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SOURCES AND USE OF WATER 


Water for the Los Angeles metropolitan area is currently obtained from three 
sources in approximately the following amounts: 


Acre-feet 

annually 
(1) Fie eR iis ek ccnbkinnccn x. 1, 000, 000 
(2) Owens River and Mono Basin___-__-__- ieee Ciacci ee 320, 000 
(3) The Metropolitan Water District (Colorado River) iui ? 180, 000 
TOs ness Sepia easaentaiaain ania a __ 1,500, 000 


Although two-thirds of the 1.5 million acre-feet used in the fiscal year 1954-55 
was pumped from underground sources, continued use of underground water at 
this rate would precipitate a water crisis in the not too distant future. 

With the addition of 2.5 million people by 1970, it is expected that the Los 
Angeles metropolitan area will require approximately 2 million acre-feet of water 
annually. Unless new sources are developed, this increase of 500,000 acre-feet 
must come from the Colorado River. In addition, if withdrawal from under- 
ground basins is adjusted to the annual inflow, pumpage of underground water 
will be reduced to 775,000 acre-feet a year—a reduction of 225,000 acre-feet. 
This means that by 1970 the Los Angeles metropolitan area will require an addi- 
tional 725,000 acre-feet from the Colorado River. At that time, the metropolitan 
area will be obtaining approximately one-half of its water from the Colorado 
River. 
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Sources and Use of Water 
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Senator Anperson. I understand that these other gentlemen have 
statements they wish to file ? 

Mr. O’Newu. I would like, if possible, to give them a few moments 
to brief their statements. 

Senator Anperson. If they will do it as briefly as they can. We 
have a lot of people here to hear from today and this is going to be the 
end of the hearing today, I believe. 

Mr. O’Neiiy. Senator Regan / 

Mr. Reean. Mr. Chairman, for the record I am a member of the 
Standing Committee of the California State Senate on Water Re- 
sources and the California State Legislature’s Joint Committee of the 
Senate and Assembly on Water Problems. 

I think it would be of interest to the committee if the full picture 
of California as far as this water problem and its contemplated de- 
velopment is concerned were commented on. 

California is approximately 1,000 miles in length. The great popu- 
lation is in the southern part of the State, principally south of 
Tehachapi. 

The great need for water is in that area, or will be in the foreseeable 
future. There is a present need of water in the San Joaquin Valley, 
but when you draw a line east and west at a point from San Francisco, 
above that point in the mountainous areas you will find all the water 
or practically all of the water in the State. 

The problem in California is not a shortage of water because those 
who are the so-called experts in water matters have stated that, if you 
conserve all the waters that fall into the State, California in the fore- 
seeable future will be protected. I think the protection, as far as 
run-off in the State is concerned, is a mean average of 71 to 73 million 
acre-feet annually. 

The Water Resources Board of the State of California and the Sta 
engineer hi ave over the past few years been making a survey of ( ‘alifor- 
nia’s water and a system for distributing the water. 

I think it is interesting to note that at the present time approxi- 
mately 21 million acre-feet of water is used in the State of California, 
of the 71 or 73 million run-off and, in the foreseeable future, as the 
popul: ition increases. We have now 13,500,000 people. 

The projection for 1965 is 16,500,000 people and the State is planning 
for 40 million. That is what the State engineer and the water re- 
sources board have determined the ultimate will be—40 million people 
in the State. 

So that they are expecting to develop by the new water plan in 

California 50,500,000 or 51 million acre-feet annu: ally. 

Now, the problem of the San Joaquin is this: 

All of the water being in the north and the great need being in the 
south, it is a matter of transportation and an expenditure of con- 
siderable funds. 

The State Comptroller of California in the beginning of 1955 esti- 
mated that the assessed valuation of all the property in California— 
all the land, all of the improvements on the land, and all of the per- 
sonal property—was approximately $18,300 million. 

The cost of the California w ater plan as envisioned by the water 
resources board and the State engineer in the plan which is now being 
given to the legislature will approximate the assessed valuation of 
78891—56——9 
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the entire State of California, and if you include the interest on these 
investments, you are going to find that here is an ambitious program 
which California will “have to undertake. 

It would appear that the resources of California require the vv- 

operation of the Federal Government in those projects where the Fed- 
eral Government can, under the Federal reclamation laws, either build 
a project or make contributions. 

The people of the San Joaquin Valley, where they are pumpiny 
now 400 feet, require water today. Their underground water level 
is practically gone—their underground reservoirs have an intrusion 
of brackish water and they need the water today. 

South of the Tehachapi in the great Los Angeles area, the need 
there is for 15, 20, or 25 years from now. So that the people of the 
San Joaquin are very much interested in a project which will bring 
them water today because of the great need. They want it integr ated, 
of course, so that it can be fitted into the California water plan and 
the great California aqueduct system which is being proposed in the 
water plan of California. 

So I think it is imperative, because of the great cost of the entire 
State water plan, as envisioned by the State engineer and the water 
resources board, that it have the cooperation and assistance of all 
agencies to the end that the water which is sorely needed in certain 
areas now is received and the water which is needed in the foreseeable 
future in the other areas of the State can be planned for. 

We in the northern part of the State have all the water we need— 
we are willing that it be transported south. We would like to see 
the southern part of the State get it. 

In fact, last season we almost got washaway. Millions upon mil- 
lions of dollars of damage was done in my area and we would be glad 
to have the clouds go south. Since you cannot have them go south, we 
have to have dams. 

The proposed San Luis Reservoir is designed to take water from 
the San Joaquin Delta, which water is presently wasting into the 
Pacific Ocean, and place this water to beneficial use in an area of the 
State of California where it is immediately and desperately needed. 

The estimated project cost of $229 million will provide a reser- 
voir and conduit system to supply 440,000 acres of land on the west 
side of the San Joaquin Valley. 

Unlike much of the West, California is not faced with an absolute 
shortage of water. There is ample water available to meet all pres- 
ent and anticipated needs. The problem is, rather, one of storage and 
redistribution of the natural supply in conformance with the present 
and future pattern of use. 

This in turn raises a whole complex of engineering, economic, fi- 
nancial, administrative, and legal problems which will face the State 
of California in its development of a contemplated plan for the con- 
servation and utilization of all of the waters which fall upon or flow 
into the State of California. 

It will be of assistance to this subcommittee in making a determi- 
nation on the matter of the construction of the San Luis project if it 
will bear in mind the geographical picture of the State of California. 

This State, comprising approximately 1,000 miles in length, has 
most of the available water in the northern part of the State, in the 
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great mountainous area above the Sacramento Valley and on the 
northern coastal plain. ' 

If you draw a line east and west at approximately San Francisco, 

Calif., practically all of the unappropriated and available water lies 
ee of this line. 

South of this line you have the great valley of the San Joaquin 
and the vast and thirsty area south of F the Tehachapi Mountains, where 
water is needed for the ultimate economic development of this area. 

It has been stated that California today has a population of some 
13,500,000 people, with a contemplated population, according to the 
present rate of growth, of 16,500,009 in the year 1965, with an ultimate 
population in the neighborhood of 40 million people. 

The present use of water in the State of California is approxi- 
mately 21 million acre-feet annually. The anticipated annual re- 
quirements for the economic development of the State of California 
will require 51 million acre-feet annually. 

The annual average water runoff in the State of California is ap- 
proximately 73 million acre-feet t annually, so that California must, 
to meet the needs of an increased population and the increased indus- 
trial and agricultural development and to provide for agricultural, in- 
dustrial, municipal, and other expansion, provide a vast network of 
reservoirs, pumping plants, and conduit systems to transport the 
water from the areas of plenty which are in the northern part of the 
State to the areas of present and anticipated deficiency which are the 
central and southern parts of the State. To do this requires the ex- 
penditure of a staggering amount of money. 

In anticipation of the conservation and utilization of the water 
resources of the State of California, the California State Water Re- 
sources Board and the State engineer and other related agencies en- 
gaged in a survey which is now being presented officially to the State 
of California as the California water plan. 

The first phase of this water plan comprises an inventory of avail- 
able sources, quantities, and characteristics of water in California and 
the results are available in the State water resources board bulletin 
No. 1 entitled, “Water Resources of California,” published in 1951. 

The second phase of this study dealt with present and ultimate re- 
quirements for water. This resulted in the publication of bulletin 
No. 2 entitled, “Water Utilization and Requirements of California.” 

The third and final phase of this planning program constitutes a 
survey for the California water plan, the results of which are now 
being presented in bulletin No. 3 to the Legislature of the State of 
California. 

This water plan, and the system for the conservation and distribu- 
tion of the water which has been called the California aqueduct 
system, will provide for the storage and distribution of some 50,500,000 
acre-feet of water when the plan comes into being. 

It is important at this point for the subcommittee to note that when 
California embarks on this ambitious plan it is contemplating the 
construction of 260 major dams and reservoirs within the boundaries 
of the State of California, the first of which is presently stated to be 
the Feather River project, which alone has been estimated to cost 
$1,700,000,000 plus interest, and it is interesting to note that the in- 
terest alone over the amortization period will double the cost of the 
project. 
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We are talking about the first project in a series of projects with 
the cost plus interest in excess of $3,400,000. 

Those who prepared the surveys which resulted in the ——_ 
of the California State water plan and the so-called California aqe- 
duct system have made an estimate that the essential features of the 
system would cost in excess of $11,500,000,000. 

It is reasonable to assume, however, that the actual cost of these 
projects in the light of present-day circumstances would approximate 
the assessed valuation of all real property, improvements and personal 
property in the State of California, which at the beginning of the year 
1955 was estimated by the controller of the State of California to be 
$18,300,000,000. 

For one State to embark upon a program as vast as this would re- 
quire that the State utilize all of its own resources, together with 
all of the Federal funds which can rightly be allocated to reclamation, 
flood control, navigation, and other recognized Federal expenditures, 

Without this cooperation of the State and Federal Governments, 
California cannot in the foreseeable future construct this vast but 
necessary water plan. 

The State of California has in the past taken energetic steps for its 
own economic good insofar as water is concerned. There are cur- 
rently over 800 privately or publicly built dams in California which 
are under State supervision. 

Most of California’s present development has been done by local 
districts which have been able to plan and finance projects of the scale 
required to tap local sources of water. Some expenditures of this 
type are possible but the main California water-plan development 
requires the expenditures of billions of dollars through cooperative 
State and Federal effort. 

The senate district I represent in the southern and mountainous 
area of the State of California comprises the counties of Trinity and 
Shasta. This area has an abundance of water. The people in this 
area desire to cooperate fully with all parts of the State of California 
so that this water, which is in abundance, may be transported to the 
areas of deficiency. 

However, it is difficult for the people of the northern part of the 
State, and by that I mean in this water-abundant area, to understand 
why any water-deficient area would oppose the cooperative participa- 
tion by the Federal Government in the construction of a project such 
as the San Luis project, which project is so vitally and greatly needed 
if an important economic area of the State of California is to survive. 

This San Luis project not only is an essential feature of the Cali- 
fornia State water plan and can be easily integrated, but it is an im- 
portant feature in the continued program of development of the great 
Central Valley of California by Federal and State cooperation. 

Since there are parts of California which need water now in order 
to survive, it is unwise and unfair for opposition such as that which 
is being brought before this subcommittee, and which is engendered 
principally from the southern part of the State of California, to advo- 
cate delay in water development until such time as this southern area 
requires water for its own use. 

Jeveloping further the reasons for this opposition, it has been pub- 
licly stated by water experts representing the southern part of the 
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State of California that this southern area does not require water from 
the northern part of the State for at least 15, or possibly 20 or 25 years. 

It is interesting to note that the reason why this southern part of 
the State of California does not now require northern California’s 
surplus water is because of the lower Colorado River development 
which, to say the least, was a Federal cooperative venture involving 
some $400 million in interest-free F ederal funds. 

The key structure in this project is the Hoover Dam, which provides 
storage to meet irrigation and municipal requirements downstream. 

So regulated, the “Colorado River can provide in excess of the 5 
million acre-feet per year for the State of California, most of which 
is for irrigation of the Imperial and Coachella Valleys. 

Another 1.2 million acre-feet are reserved for the Metropolitan 
Water District, serving the Los Angeles and San Diego areas. At 
present, the Colorado River is the principal source of metropolitan 
water. 

There is unused reserve capacity from this Colorado system. Thus 
we find that area of California south of the Tehachapi, which has 
within its boundaries the greatest population of the State and con- 
siderable of the State’s industr ial growth, having ample water at the 
present time because of Federal cooperation and having ample water 
for 15, 20, or 2 25 years bec ause of Federal cooperation. 

The people of.the San Joaquin Valley who appear before this sub- 
committee today ask for the same Federal cooperation so that this 
area may have its reasonable, normal, economic development. 

Federal development of this important San Luis project will pro- 
vide water for the San Joaquin Valley at a price the valley water 
users can afford to pay, and this is of utmost importance. 

The people of the San Joaquin Valley cannot wait until southern 
California is ready to participate in the financing of the State water 
projects under the California State water plan, which readiness is 
gaged by its water needs of 15, 20, or 25 years from now, 

The California water plan as outlined by the California aqueduct 
system in its series of dams, reservoirs, and conduits will give consid- 
eration to local works, water conservation protection and control, and 
the use of water for agric vultural, domestic, and industrial purposes, 
hydroelectric, power development, flood control, navigation, fish and 

wildlife, and recreation. It will provide for the operation of surface 
and ground water reservoirs. 

But the cost thereof appears to be beyond the immediate means of 
the State of California and calls for Federal participation and 
cooperation. 

With such an ambitious program as the State is attempting, it would 
appear that all sections of California, all interested people, and espe- 
cially the water experts of the southern part of the State, should 
actively and wholeheartedly seek the aid of the Federal Government 
to assist in certain features or phases of the California water plan. 

Tosummarize, may I state: 

1. California has an adequate water supply for ultimate develop- 
ment. 

2. The supply of water in the State of California is in the area com- 
prising the northernmost regions of the State, and this water must 
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be distributed to the most southernmost regions if it is to be put to 
beneficial use. 

3. The California water plan, the construction of dams and reser- 
voirs and conduit systems, will require an expenditure of untold bil- 
lions of dollars. 

4. The public and private sources of the State of California pres- 
ently cannot contemplate successfully this expenditure without the 
cooperation of the Federal Government in the manner in which it has 
cooperated in the past. 

5. That those features of the California State water plan as may be 
financed and/or constructed by the Federal Government may be and 
should be integrated into the overall California water plan. 

6. That those areas of California which do not now require addi- 
tional water but which will require water in the foreseeable future 
should not obstruct the efforts of the present water-deficient areas to 
seek the kind of Federal cooperation which is essential and which 
has been accorded to other areas of California, both north and south. 

7. The San Joaquin Valley needs water now. It cannot wait, 15, 
20, or 25 years. 

8. The State of California is not ready to build the San Luis project. 
The Federal Government is. Why not build now and integrate into 
the State water plan? 

In conclusion, California plans under its water plan to build 260 
major dams and reservoirs, the first project of which is the Feather 
River project, which is estimated to cost approximately $1,700,000,000, 
and that is without the interest. If you put the interest in, you double 
the cost of the project. So California, I think, requires a complete 
cooperation between the Federal Government and the State govern- 
ment and an integration of these projects for the good of all parts 
of the State. 

Senator Anprerson. Do you all have statements that you wish to 
have filed ? 

Mr. O’Neiwu.. I would like to have Mr. Pressey give us about 2 
minutes. 

Mr. Pressey. My name is Rex Pressey, and I reside in Coalinga, 
Calif., a city in the southwestern part of Fresno County, consisting 
of 7,000 people and a trading area of about 15,000 people. 

At the present time our drinking water is hauled in about 45 miles 
distant on railway tank cars. From there it is pumped into a large 
overhead tank and distributed to the people of the city for drinking, 
cooking, and commercial purposes. That water costs us approxi- 
mately $2,260 per acre-foot today. I am here representing those 
people, giving the story to your committee. We are in desperate need 
of supplemental water in that area. 

Senator Anperson. Do you have that on a gallon basis? 

Mr. Pressey. One cent per gallon—7 cents per cubic foot. 

I wish to file with you at this time a certified copy of a resolution 
adopted by the City Council of the City of Coalinga, which designates 
me as their official representative, with instructions to present their 
views to you. This resolution, in addition to designating me as the 
city representative, reads in part as follows: 

The City Council of the City of Coalinga does herewith, acting on behalf of the 
people of this community, favor and endorse the San Luis Reservoir and Canal 
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project, and does urge that all possible action be taken on an emergency basis 
to the effect that it may be placed into operation at the earliest possible date. 

[ should like now to present to you, in some detail, the reasons why 
the city of Coalinga respectfully urges your endorsement of the San 
Luis Reservoir and canal project. 

The city of Coalinga is the main residential and trading center of 
that area sometimes known as southwest Fresno County. It is com- 
monly designated more specifically as the Coalinga Union High School 
District, an area of some 900 square miles. 

You gentlemen have been furnished with copies of a brochure pub- 
lished by the Coalinga Chamber of Commerce. This brochure con- 
tains maps showing the exact location of the city of Coalinga and the 
Coalinga Union High School District. 

It also sets forth some significant facts: For example, during the 
year 1954 the value of crop production and of livestock raised in the 
area was $26,484,246. The value of oil and gas production in the area 
for 1954 was $86,753,024, and important new oil and gas discoveries 
will greatly increase this figure. 

You will notice that the school enrollment for 1954-55 was 2,926 
students. The value of the local school plants is estimated at $8 
million. 

In addition, a new junior college plant is being constructed at a cost 
in excess of $850,000, and a new elementary school at a cost of $650,000. 

The assessed valuation of the area comprising the Coalinga Union 
High School District exceeds $165 milion, or more than one-fourth the 
assessed valuation of all of Fresno County. 

The population of the city of Coalinga was set at 6,021 by a special 
Federal census taken in 1955. 

The city owns and operates its own water wells and distribution 
system. However, its drinking water must be purchased and hauled in 
from wells located some 45 miles distant. The water is hauled in by 
railway tank cars at an average rate of 40 tank cars per month. 

This drinking water, or soft water, as it is called, is used for drink- 
ing and cooking purposes, primarily. The water is pumped from the 
railway cars to a raised tank and then distributed to homes and places 
of business by means of a special pipeline system. 

“ach consumer has in his home a special water faucet from which he 
receives soft water only; this is in addition to the faucet from which he 
receives the domestic, or hard water. 

The cost to the consumer for this soft water is at the rate of 1 cent per 
gallon, and the whole transaction is not only burdensome to the con- 
sumers, but the city also suffers a financial loss in furnishing the 
water. 

Now, you will want to know the nature of the domestic water which 
the city pumps from its own wells and distributes to the consumers, 
also through a pipeline system, to each house and place of business. 

According to a report received from the Department of Public 
Health of the State of California, dated March 9, 1955, this water 
contains 1,200 parts per million of sulfates, SO,. 

The Twining Laboratories have reported to us in this connection 
as follows: 


According to the standards of the American Public Health Association the 
sulfate content of a good drinking water should not exceed 250 parts per mil- 
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lion, and the total solids should not exceed 1,000 parts per million. The exces- 
sive concentration of magnesium sulfate (epsom salts) gives this water laxative 
properties. The hardness of the water is very high. 

An earlier report from the Twining Laboratories, 1947, has this 
to say about the water 


This water contains an excessive amount of sodium and magnesium sulfates 
which give it strong laxative properties and make it undesirable drinking 
water. It is also an extremely hard water which should be softened if it is 
to be used as a boiler feed, for washing, etc. However, softening would not 
improve this water from the standpoint of a drinking water. It may be classi- 
fied as a fair irrigation water; however, it should be used only on loose soil 
with good drainage so as to prevent alkali accumulations on the surface of the 
soil. 

Incidentally, the sulfates (SO,) content, as given in this 1947 re- 
port from the Twining Laboratories, was 1, 042.4 parts per million, 
whereas the report from the State of California Health Department, 
above referred to and dated March 9, 1955, gave the sulfates content 
as 1,200 parts per million. 

This domestic water is received from eight producing wells which 
the city of Coalinga has drilled. The wells are drilled to depths of 
from 380 feet to 1,300 feet. They are produced from an average depth 
of 240 feet. 

There are no streams of importance that can be used as a water 
supply, and it is a fact that with ever-increasing farming activities 
in the basin the loss of water taken from the basin on the basis of 
prescriptive rights, together with greatly increased municipal water 
use, will lower the water level at a much more rapid rate and with- 
out much warning. 

Pumping costs, of course, increase greatly with deeper water levels. 

Naturally, we are vitally concerned about the question of an ade- 
quate water supply. At present, we believe that there is water avail- 
able in some degree to about 1,200 feet; we know that there is no water 
below 1,200 feet. 

The welfare of the city of Coalinga is closely connected with the 
maintenance of farming at its present level. At present, the quality 
of water being pumped is deteriorating with relation to the degree 
it has become necessary to obtain it from ever lower depths. “We 
assume that farmers in the area will furnish you with conclusive 
evidence that this is true. 

We do know, however, that during the past year some farmers 
have felt it necessary to abandon some of their ae for farm- 
ing purposes because of the deterioration of the quality of the water. 
Also, pumping costs are becoming prohibitive, and we are advised 
that in some cases these costs are approaching a point where profitable 
farming will be impossible. 

It is a fact that under the present pumping load the underground 
basin is now critically and dangerously depleted. Pumps that were 
once adequate for the lift involved are now being replaced with 

costlier pumps that are capable of reaching deeper into the under- 
ground basin, and in other cases the pumping level is being constantly 
lowered. The water obtained at the constantly lower levels is of 
deteriorating quality to an alarming degree. 
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CONCLUSION 


, 
We therefore need desperately an early and dependable water sup- 
3 ply for the city of Coalinga and the area within the Coalinga Union 
High School District. 
' There is no known alternative to prevent unbearable economic 
: hardship and loss for our people. 
; Our only hope is the San Luis project. 


On behalf of the people living in the city of Coalinga and the sur- 
rounding area, including farmers and oil workers alike, as well as 
those in other pursuits, we respectfully and urgently ask your _ 
port leading to the early authorization and construction of the San 
Luis project. 

(The resolution submitted by Mr. Pressey follows. The maps sub- 
mitted by Mr. Pressey are in the files of the committee.) 





RESOLUTION No. 393 


A RESOLUTION ENDORSING THE SAN LUIS RESERVOIR AND CANAL PROJECT AND APPOINT- 
ING REX PRESSEY AS AGENT AND REPRESENTATIVE OF THE CITY OF COALINGA 


Whereas the drinking water supply for the city Coalinga, serving approxi- 
mately 7,000 inhabitants, must be transported by rail in tank cars a distance of 45 
miles at a cost of $2,260 per acre-foot ; and 
4 Whereas the high ‘cost of drinking water, when added to the cost of nondrinkable 
. domestic water, constitutes a hardship and unfair financial burden to residents 
of the city of Coalinga; and 
Whereas the water level in the city of Coalinga has been declining at the rate of 
1 to 5 feet per year, making it necessary for the city within the past 2 years to drill 
2? additional water wells, and also to construct a water reservoir, the latter at a 
cost of $41,400; and 
Whereas the pumping level of the water wells has lowered from 90 feet in 1927 
toa present depth of 240 feet ; and 
Whereas the quality of the domestic water is deteriorating both inside and 
outside the Pleasant Valley water basin: and 
Whereas the San Luis Reservoir and canal project, supplemented by power 
from the Trinity River power project, will provide water for both municipal 
and irrigation purposes for the city of Coalinga and for the entire west side of 
the San Joaquin Valley; and 
Whereas the city of Coalinga has been advised that farmers in this area, both 
inside and outside the Pleasant Valley water basin, favor the San Luis Reservoir 
and canal project as a solution to their serious water problems ; and 


Z Whereas Rex Pressey is familiar with the views of the city of Coalinga con- 
: cerning the current emergency water problems facing the city and the surrounding 
area; 


Now, therefore, the city council of the city of Coalinga does herewith, acting on 
behalf of the people of this community, favor and endorse the San Luis Reservoir 
and canal project, and urge that all possible action be taken on an emergency 
basis to the effect that it may be placed into operation at the earliest possible 
date; be it further 

Resolved, That Rex Pressey is herewith designated as agent and representative 

= of the city of Coalinga, with authority and instructions to appear before the 
4 Senate and House Subcommittees on Irrigation and Reclamation, at their hear- 
ing to be held during the month of May 1956, in Washington, D. C., and on behalf 
of the city of Coalinga to present the views of the city concerning the proposed 
San Luis Reservoir and Canal project and related matters; be it further 
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Resolved, That Rex Pressey is likewise authorized to appear on behalf of the 
city of Coalinga before such other committees or groups as he may deem proper 
in the premises for the aforementioned purpose. 

By unanimous vote of the city council of the city of Coalinga. 

Dated: April 16, 1956. 

W. L. WALLACE, 
Mayor of the City of Coalinga, a Municipal Corporation of the State of 
California. 

Attest: 

FiLoyp E. Howe, 
City Clerk and Ev Officio Clerk of the City Council of Coalinga. 

This is to certify that the foregoing resolution is a true, correct, and exact copy 
of the original Resolution No. 393, on file in my office at the city hall, Coalinga, 
Calif., which resolution was duly adopted at a regular meeting of the city council 
of the city of Coalinga, held on the 16th day of April 1956. 

[SEAL] Fioyp E. Hower, 

City Clerk and Ex Officio Clerk of the City Council of Coalinga. 

Senator ANpERson. Senator Kuchel? 

Senator Kucue.. Mr. Chairman, yes; I have two questions. 

Mr. O'Neill, first of all, the position which your district takes and 
which these gentlemen take with you is in favor, I take it, of the specific 
recommendations which the State engineer has made with respect to an 
integrated dam ¢ 

Mr. O’Nertu. That is right. 

Senator Kucner. And secondly, there is no question in the minds of 
any who advocate the integrated program of any change in the Federal 
reclamation law with respect to its application on the enlarged surface 
area of the Central Valley’s project ? 

Mr. O’Nettu. I do not quite understand that question, Senator. 

Senator Kucuer. Put it this way: 

The district, and you gentlemen who gather here today, urged the 
construction by the F ederal Government of that portion of the dam 
under Federal reclamation law ? 

Mr. O’Neiu. That is right. 

Senator Kucuet, Mr. Chairman, one more question. 

One of the members of the legislature asked me this: 

Specifically, the State engineer has recommended Federal construc- 
tion of the initial features of the dam, with State operation, and that 
specifically is in accord with the thinking of all you gentlemen ? 

Mr. O’Neitx. Providing we have the same price per acre-foot 
delivered through the State as we are supposed to get from the Federal 
Government. 

Senator Kucuer. And to that extent the reclamation law would 
control that part which is located in an enlarged Central Valley project 
service area. 

Mr. O’Netty. We have always been willing to accept that program. 

Senator AnprErson. There is a question I “wanted to raise here. 

You said at the bottom of page 5, as follows: 

The project can only be to the benefit of the people, and this project constructed 
under our present reclamation law will not permit profiteering by the present 
farm operators. 

If this is coordinated or combined with some State project and the 
water comes down to Kern County, do you understand that the provi- 


sions of the Federal reclamation law with respect to the 160 acres 
apply ? 
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Mr. O’Nemu. I cannot speak for Kern County. Iam speaking now 
as agra > of the Westlands Water District. We are willing and 

ready to sign a contract when water is delivered to us through this 
projeed, 

Senator ANperson. Let me put it this way: 

I visited the Russell Giffen ranch just before or just after it was 
transferred to Anderson-Clayton and it seemed that they had 30,000 
acres. 

Then Russell Giffen went to one which involved 35,000 acres of land. 

Mr. O’Neriu. They both have representatives on our board and they 
both took part in passing the resolution which I mentioned here. 

Senator Anperson. So that if we write into this law specific refer- 
ence to this 160-acre limitation, it will not cause difficulty ? 

Mr. O’Nerz. It will cause difficulty but we will accept it. 

Senator Anperson. It makes it a whole lot easier to get the legisla- 
tion through on the floor of the Senate. 

Did you have additional questions ? 

Senator Kucner. No; but a request, Mr. Chairman. 

Councilman Navarro of Los Angeles has a very brief statement 
that he asked if he might make today, and one of the members of the 
legislature has a very brief statement, if you would permit it. 

Senator ANpEeRSON. We are going on. 

Are there other gentlemen that want to make brief statements ? 


STATEMENT OF A. HEFFINGTON, WEAVERVILLE, CALIF. 


Mr. Herrineron. Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, I 
live in Weaverville, Calif. Weaverville is located in Trinity County, 
in the far northern part of the State. 

As president of Californians for Trinity-Sacramento-San Luis, I 
represent an organization that is dedicated to the water development 
of California’s resources. 

Coming from Trinity County, an area where a high percentage of 
the State’s water originates, I have viewed with great interest. the 
building of the initial features of the Central Valley project. 

The great Shasta Dam, which impounds over 4 million acre-feet of 
water, was overcommitted in its water use before construction was 
actually completed. 

For the record, the original Central Valley project plan was con- 
ceived by the State of California but constructed by the Federal 
Government because of the inability of the State of California to 
finance the project. 

From the beginning of the Central Valley project concept it was 
intended that additional units would be constructed and that they 
would become an integral part of that expanding project that would 
ultimately serve the water needs of the Central Valley of California. 
From time to time additional units have been added. The latest which 
the Congress has authorized is the Trinity project. 

Let us review briefly the State’s population trend. 

In 1940 California had less than 7 million people. By 1950 the 
population had risen 53 percent, and stands dar at approximately 
14 million. 

Each morning we in California are faced with the problem of caring 
for approximately 2 000 more people than it was necessary to take 
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care of on the day previous. Thus far, California has been able to 
feed, clothe, and house this tremendous increase in its population, 
largely because of the timely development of a portion of our State’s 
water resources. 

I am certain that there is a clear understanding that water develop- 
ment means more than maintaining and expanding our agricultural 
economy. It also is the key to industrial stability and expansion, and 
to municipal development as well. 

As I have previously mentioned, since the completion of the initial 
features of the Central Valley project other units have become a part 
of its progressive dev elopment. 

Trinity alone will contribute nearly 1 million acre-feet of water 
for use in the Sacramento and San Joaquin Valleys. Because of this 
initial development, we have been able to build these units at a 
proportional lower cost. 

We have been able to add flexibility and greater use because they 
are a part of the overall project. Alli of the features are so planned 
that they operate mechanically as a unit and jointly contribute to each 
other's financial success. 

Thus, regardless of the geographical location of the unit, each 
individual becomes a part of the whole, capable in a sense of not only 
doing its individual job, but in contributing to the repayment and 
feasibility of the entire plan. 

May I call your attention to the small map which is attached, which 
sows in part the key units of the original Central Valley project and 
the relationship of the proposed San Luis project. 

During the winter months the Sacramento River empties through 
the Delta and into the Pacific millions of acre-feet of water, mostly to 
the benefit of no one. Ifthe San Luis project were authorized for con- 
struction when completed, it could store a million acre-feet of this 
winter water for use in the summer months to stabilize the tremendous 
agricultural economy of the west side of the San Joaquin Valley. 

There is available duri ing these winter months the existing facilities 
of the Central Valley project, including the Delta Cross Channel, the 
Tracy pumping plant, and the Delta- Mendota ‘anal, all with installed 

capacity, sufficient to meet the needs of the initial San Luis project. 
I would like to call to your attention that this excess water coincides 
with the peak production of northern California hydroelectric power. 

, Lhe San Luis project has the support of Governor Goodwin Knight, 

»f your State, Senators Knowland and Kuchel, Congressional support 
of Congressman Sisk, who has just introduced a new bill to authorize 
its construtcion, and from Congressman Gubser, who has introduced a 
companion bill modified to assist the area he represents. 

The proposed San Luis unit can for all practical purposes be con- 
sidered roe a part of the State and Federal plans of water develop- 
ment in California. It is my considered openion that it will require 
the combined efforts of both the State nid Federal Governments if 


water development in California is going to keep pace with the ever- 
increasing demand. 

California occ upies a unique position geographically. I do not be- 
lieve this can be too strongly stressed in connection with national 
defense efforts. If defense industry, as well as the ever-expanding 
development in other industrial fields, is to continue to keep pace with 
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national need we cannot allow controversy to stymie water develop- 
ment in the State of California. We cannot continue to play a major 
role among the States of this great Nation unless we are prepared to 
move r apidly and harmoniously in a joint State and Federal water 
development in California. 

In conclusion, with major facilities available, and with water wast- 
ing to the ocean, we cannot allow the finest agricultural lands in the 
Nation to revert to desert when a Federal loan that the people in the 
area are willing to repay can make water available for the San Luis 
project. 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES T. KALJIAN, PRESIDENT OF THE SAN 
LUIS WATER DISTRICT, LOS BANOS, CALIF. 


Mr. Kavsian. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I ap- 
preciate the opportunity to appear before this committee and to pre- 
sent my views and the views of the San Luis Water District in sup- 
port of the San Luis project. 

I am Charles T. Kaljian, Los Banos, Calif., president of the San 
Luis Water District. I have been a resident of California for 51 years 
and am a landowner in the San Luis Water District. I have farmed 
lands in the San Luis Water District and other parts of the San Jo- 
aquin Valley. 

Speaking both in my Official capacity as president of the San Luis 
Water District and as an individual landowner, I wish to urge early 
approval of the San Luis unit so that construction can begin and water 
can be ave allable as soon as possible. 

The San Luis Water District is situated on the west side of the 
San Joaquin Valley, in Merced and Fresno Counties, Calif. It was 
formed in 1950 under the California Water District laws. 

The district consists of 50,065 acres of land, of which about 20,000 
acres are presently irrigated. The balance of the district is devoted 
to dry farm, grain, and wild pasture. The irrigated area produces 
diversified crops, including melons, fruits, nuts, alfalfa, cotton, sugar 
beets, irrigated grains, and truck crops. Parts of the district are pe- 
culiarly adapted to production of fruits and nuts because of a rela- 
tively frost-free condition that allows the growing of such crops 
without the necessity for smudging or other frost-damage prevention. 

It is anticipated that much of the future development will include 
large acreages of orchards, since many orchard areas in California, 
such as in the counties of Santa Clara, Alameda, Los Angeles, and 
others, are being replaced by industrial and residential developments 
at the rate of several thousands of acres per year. 

There are, at present, two sources of water available to the District. 
They are the pumping of groundwater and gravity and pumping di- 
versions from the Delta-Mendota Canal of the Central Valley project. 
The groundwater supply is inadequate in quantity and some of the 
groundwater is of such poor quality that it is unfit for irrigation use. 

Some attempts have been made to irrigate by use of this type of 
saline water and the result is that trees have been killed. The cost 
of groundwater is, in some cases, prohibitive, with costs sometimes 
being from $15 to $20 per acre foot, due to excessive lifts required. 
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Several thousand acres of land have been developed within-the Dis- 
trict, with their supply coming from groundwater. 

In many instances, there has been a rapid lowering of the ground- 

rater table, resulting in complete failure of wells. 

In other instances, the extremely high mineral content attacks the 
pump column, causing failure in a short time and making the cost of 
pumping prohibitive. 

For these reasons, some lands heretofore developed have gone out 
of production and other lands face the danger of losing their water 
supply. This, of course, results in the loss of See investment, 
with loss of revenues to the district and the loss of tax revenues to the 
county, the State, and the United States. A supplemental water 
supply is needed immediately to protect these lands. 

Service from the Delta-Mendota Canal is possible by gravity to a 
portion of the land lying below the Delta-Mendota Canal. Service is 
also possible to portions of the district lying above the Delta-Mendota 
Canal where lifts are limited to approximately 100 feet. Approxi- 
mately one-half of the district lies at elevations of more than 100 feet 
above the Delta-Mendota Canal and these lands can be served most 
economically by gravity or pumping diversions from the proposed San 
Luis Canal. 

The district was formed in 1950, in anticipation of completion of 
the Delta-Mendota Canal, which had been authorized prior to that 
time, and upon the authorization and construction of the San Luis 
Canal. This was specifically pointed out in article II (b) of the 
petition for formation, which reads as follows: 


SAN LUIS (CALIFORNIA) IRRIGATION DEVELOPMENT 


The system of works through which said body of land is susceptible to irri- 
gation is the portion of the proposed Delta-Mendota Canal and the portion of 
the proposed San Luis-West Side Canal extending southeasterly from the loca- 
tion of said proposed San Luis Dam on the north to the southeasterly boundary 
of the above-described body of land. 


Since formation of the district, we have at all times supported the 
construction of the Federal San Luis project, as it appears to us to be 
the most feasible and economical project yet proposed and, also, the 
one that could be completed at the earliest date. The district has 
studied thoroughly other projects that have been proposed in arriving 
at this conclusion. Portions of the San Luis district that would be 
served by the San Luis Canal generally consist of lands of the highest 
quality, with great productive capacity and with demonstrated ability 
to meet all costs for water service from the San Luis Canal, based on 
the proposed water price of $7.50 per acre-foot. 

An extremely high cost of farming results from the expense of 
constructing and equipping deep wells. This results in the necessity 
for the farming of large areas by single operators. Farms with a 
small operation cannot be successful under this situation. It is antic- 
speted that with the advent of a supplemental supply from the San 

amis Canal, it will be possible for smaller operations to compete 
successfully. At present, land ownerships average 240 acres per 
owner. 

The population of California is increasing at the rate of 1,000 peo- 
ple per day. Large areas of the best agricultural land in the State 
are going out of production to make room for industrial expansion, 
residential development, school sites, and rights-of-way for roads, 
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streets, and highways. The continued prosperity of the State requires 
the development of additional lands to replace those taken out of 
production and to take care of our rising population. 

I have resolutions from several organizations supporting Federal 
construction of the San Luis project. I would like to file these reso- 
lutions for the record: 

San Luis Water District; Board of Supervisors, Merced County ; 
San Joaquin Valley Supervisors Association; Merced County Cham- 
ber of Commerce; Los Banos Chamber of Commerce; city of Los 
Banos; and city of Dos Palos. 

I again urge this committee, as president of the San Luis Water 
District and as an individual landowner, to report favorably on the 
proposed legislation that would authorize the San Luis unit. 

Thank you very much. 

(The resolutions referred to follow :) 


RESOLUTION No. 238 BreFoRE THE BoArD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE COUNTY OF MERCED, 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


In the Matter of Federal Aid in Construction of San Luis Project 


Whereas the construction of the San Luis project at the earliest possible date 
is vitally important to the entire San Joaquin Valley in order to furnish an 
immediate supplemental water supply; and 

Whereas Federal construction of said project would assure this at the earliest 
possible date: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, by the Merced County Board of Supervisors assembled in regularly 
adjourned session in Merced, Calif., this 24th day of April 1956, that the Federal 
Government be urged to undertake the construction of the San Luis project in 
California at the earliest possible date, and that consideration be given, for pos- 
sible integration of this, with the State project; and be it further 

Resolved, that copies hereof be forthwith sent to Senators William F. Know- 
land and Thomas H. Kuchel and to Congressmen Clair Engle, B. F. Sisk, and 
Harlan Hagen. 

The foregoing resolution was duly adopted by the board of supervisors of the 
county of Merced on April 24, 1956, by the following vote: 

Ayes: Supervisors Glenn M. Fountain, Wm. Wade Morgan, Neill Gallaway, 
and Emory O’Banion. 

Noes: None. 

Absent: None. 

Emory O’BANION, 
Chairman of the Board of Supervisors of the County of Merced, 
State of California. 

Attest: 

E. T. JoHNsSON, 
County Clerk and Ea-Officio Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 
of the County of Merced, State of California. 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas the San Luis Water District is a water district organized and existing 
under California law, comprising 50,000 acres on the west side of the San Joaquin 
Valley ; and 

Whereas 30,000 acres of said district is without an adequate supply of water, 
notwithstanding said land is fertile, irrigable, and highly productive; and 

Whereas ground water supplies available to the district are inadequate in 
quantity to meet the demands thereof and are highly saline over a cons derable 
area of said district ; and 

Whereas the most economical, expeditious, and feasible means to provide ‘a 
supply of water for said acreage is the construction of the San Luis Reservoir 
and the San Luis Canal of the Central Valley project ; and 
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Whereas legislation has been introduced in Congress providing for the construc- 
tion of the San Luis Division of the Central Valley project: Be it therefore 

Resolved, that the aforesaid district urges the immediate enactment of legis- 
lation authorizing the construction of the San Luis Reservoir and the San Luis 
Yanal of the Central Valley project by the Department of Interior, Bureau of 
Reclamation, so that the actual construction thereof may commence at an early 
date. 

Dated: April 23, 1956. 

I hereby certify that the foregoing resolution was duly and regularly passed 
and adopted by the board of directors of San Luis Water District at a regular 
meeting thereof held on the 23d day of April 1956. 

Witness my hand this 23d day of April 1956. 


Secretary of the Board of Directors of San Imis Water District. 





RESOLUTION BEFORE THE SAN JOAQUIN VALLEY SUPERVISORS ASSOCIATION 


Whereas the construction of the San Luis project at the earliest possible date 
is vitally important to the entire San Joaquin Valley in order to furnish an im- 
mediate supplemental water supply ; and 

Whereas Federal construction of said project would assure this at the earliest 
possible date : Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the San Joaquin Valley Supervisors Association assembled. in 
regular session in Fresno, Calif., this 20th day of April 1956, That the Federal 
Government be urged to undertake the construction of the San Luis project in 
California at the earliest possible date, and that consideration be given, for 
possible integration of this, with the State project; and be it further 

Resolved, That copies hereof be forthwith sent to Senators William F. Know- 
land and Thomas H. Kuchel and to Congressmen Clair Engle, B. F. Sisk, and 
Harlan Hagen. 

Harry P. ScHMIDT, 
President, San Joaquin Valley Supervisors Association. 


RESOLUTION OF THE MERCED COUNTY CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, URGENTLY RECOM- 
MENDING THE CONSTRUCTION AND OPERATION OF THE SAN LUIS PROJECT BY THE 
FEDERAL GOVERNMENT 


Whereas many thousands of acres of fertile land now in production, in this 
area, is in dire need of irrigation water ; and 

Whereas a prolonged delay in securing this irrigation water will certainly 
make desolate an area that is of vital importance to the livelihood of our people; 
and 

Whereas an early consideration of Federal construction of this project will 
be of great benefit to this area : Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Merced County Chamber of Commerce go on record 
reemphasizing our longstanding recommendation that the Federal Government 
be empowered to construct the San Luis Dam and distribution canals with the 
provision that the project will be a self-amortizing one and that after Federal 
funds have been repaid the ownership and control shall be vested in the State 
of California. 

The foregoing resolution was introduced at a regular meeting of the Merced 
County Chamber of Commerce held on the 17th day of April 1956. 

[SEAL] Hers Heppner, President. 

Attest. 

D. K. Hatpin, Manager. 


RESOLUTION OF THE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE OF THE Crty OF Los BANOS URGENTLY 
RECOMMENDING THE CONSTRUCTION AND OPERATION OF THE SAN LuIS PROJECT 
BY THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT 


Whereas, many thousands of acres of fertile land now in production, in this 
area, is in dire need of irrigation water, and 
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Whereas, a prolonged delay in securing this irrigation water will certainly 
make desolate an area that is of vital importance to the livelihood of our people, 
and 





s Whereas, an early consideration of Federal construction of this project will 
f be of great benefit to this area : Now, therefore be it 
y Resolved, That the Chamber of Commerce of the City of Las Banos go on record 
reemphasizing our long standing recommendation that the Federal Government 
be empowered to construct the San Luis Dam and distribution canals. 
l The foregoing resolution was introduced at a regular meeting of the Los 
P Q Banos Chamber of Commerce held on the 16th day of April 1956. 
% MicHAEL DAMBROSIO, 
; Secretary. 
q STANLEY A. KABER, 


President. 


es 


RESOLUTION No. 769 


A RESOLUTION URGING FEDERAL AND STATE CONSTRUCTION OF THE SAN LUIS DAM AND 
RESERVOIR 


bMS ance 


Whereas it has been proposed that a certain dam and reservoir being con- 
structed at a point westerly from the city of Los Banos, which would provide for 
the impounding of water for the subsequent irrigation and domestic use, said 
project being commonly known as the San Luis Dam and Reservoir; and 

Whereas said works will greatly affect the development and economic future 
of the city of Los Banos and surrounding area ; and 

Whereas the city council of the city of Los Banos has investigated the pro- 
posed project and has concluded that its construction by both the Federal Gov- 
ernment and the State of California would best serve the interests of the ciy of 
Los Banos, its people, and the peoples of the surrounding area: Now, there- 
fore, be it 

Resolved by the city council of the city of Los Banos, That it favors and be- 
lieves the best interests of the city of Los Banos and its people will be favored by 
the joint construction of the San Luis Dam and Reservoir by the Federal 
Government and the State of California. 

The foregoing resolution was introduced at a regular meeting of the city 
council of the city of Los Banos held on the 2d day of May 1956, by Councilman 
Negra, who moved its adoption, which motion was duly seconded, it was upon 
rolleall carried and the resolution adopted by the following vote: 

Ayes: Councilmen Amabile, Galloway, Negra, and Mayor Erreca; noes: None; 
absent : Councilman Mastrangelo. 

Attest: 


He 


















JOUN ERRECA, 
Mayor of the city of Los Banos. 
MICHAEL DAMBROSIO, 
City Clerk of the city of Los Banos. 







I hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, correct, and true copy of a reso- 
lution passed by the city council of the city of Los Banos, a municipal corpora 
tion of the County of Merced, State of California, at a regular meeting held on 
the 2d day of May 1956, and I further certify that said resolution is in full force 
and effect and has never been rescinded or modified. 

Dated : May 4, 1956. 








MICHAEL DAMBROSIO, 
City Clerk of the city of Los Banos. 







RESOLUTION No. 254 






COUNCIL GOES ON RECORD WITH 
SAN LUIS PROJECT 


REFERENCE 







A RESOLUTION BY WHICH THE TO THE 










Resolved by the City Council of the City of Dos Palos, as follows: 
Whereas there exists a difference of opinion with respect to whether the 
San Luis project shall be financed, engineered, and built by the State of Califor- 
nia, on the one hand, or by the Federal Government through the Bureau of 
Reclamation, on the other hand ; and 
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Whereas it appears to the council that the project is of such magnitude 
and will cause ultimately so vast an amount of money that it would be im- 
practicable for the State of California to undertake construction of the project: 
now, therefore, said council having duly considered the matter, it hereby goes 
on record as favoring construction of said project by the United States Govern- 
ment through the Bureau of Reclamation, as an agency thereof, and as against 
the construction of said project by the State of California. 

Adopted and passed by a vote of five members of the City Council of the City 
of Dos Palos, this Ist day of May, 1956, by the following vote. 

Ayes: Jess Bowling, Herb Clements, Henry Pingle, Dominic Serpilio, 
Elmer Mason. 
Noes: None. 
Not voting: None. 
Absent: None. 
JEss Bow1ine, Mayor. 


Attest : 
THORNTON OwEN, City Clerk. 
Presented to and approved by me this 1st day of May, 1956. 
JEss Bowuine, Mayor. 
I hereby certify that the foregoing resolution of the city of Dos Palos, Calif., 
was duly passed and adopted at a regular meeting of said city council held on 


the Ist day of May, 1956, by the following vote: 
Ayes: Jess Bowling, Herb Clements, Henry Pingle, Dominie Serpilio, 


Elmer Mason. 
Noes: None. 
Not voting :None. 
Absent: None. 
And that said resolution after its passage was approved by the mayor of the 
city of Dos Palos on the Ist day of May, 1956. 
I further certify that the foregoing resolution is spread upon the records of 
the City Council of the City of Dos Palos, at page 125 of book 4 of minutes. 
Witness my band and the seal of said city of Dos Palos, this lst day of May, 


1956. 
THORNTON OWEN, City Clerk. 


STATEMENT OF LOUIS T. ROBINSON, KINGS COUNTY, CALIF. 


Mr. Rozginson. My name is Louis T. Robinson. I am a resident 
of Kings County, Calif., the president of a large water district in 
that county and am now, and have been for over 15 years, a farmer 
in that district. 

The Tulare Lake Basin Water Storage District comprises 190,000 
acres of productive farmland in Kings County, Calif. This district 
receives and enjoys a supplemental irrigation water supply from four 
streams—the Kings River, the Kern River, the Kaweah River, and 
the Tule River—but only at very high stages of flow. Many years it 
received no surface water supply from its entitlements on these 
streams. 

Therefore, for a dependable irrigation water supply, the farmers 
in the district depend on water pumped from wells of an average 
depth of about 2,000 feet, an average pumping lift of about 250 
feet and an average cost as of this date for a new well with pum 
ing plant of about $75,000. The draft on this underground semaky 
of water is greater than its replenishment and there is a steady in- 
crease in the pumping lift and a steady deterioration in the quality 
of water pumped. Our experience to date appears to casleden- 


ly prove that unless we obtain early relief, our farming operations 
will be substantially curtailed because cf excessive cost of pumping 
this water or because of deterioration in quality to a point where it 
will be too destructive to plant life and soil fertility. 
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The completion of the San Luis project as presently planned, in- 
cluding the Avenal Gap Dam and Reservoir and its other related 
features, will bring a desperately needed supplemental water supply 
to the lands of this district and thousands of other acres of Kings 
County. 

Engineers and geologists are in general agreement that the under- 
ground reservoir from which we pump is connected with and part 
of the same underground reservoir from which the farmers ot the 
Westlands Water District pumps. 

Therefore, any reduction in the draft against this underground 
water resulting from a supplemental surface supply furnished by 
the San Luis project to the Westlands Water District, as well as to 
my district, will be of direct benefit to my district. 

The farmers are not opposed to the Feather River project or the 
California State water plan but, on the contrary, will give full sup- 
port to both projects. 

However, we do not believe either project will bring water to our 
farms in time to preserve our investment or to maintain the fertility 
of the soil. 

Because of our acute and desperate need for a supplemental irri- 
gation water supply, we urge you to give us the San Luis project now 
and it can later be integrated with a State plan. 

We feel that any persons or groups opposing the San Luis project 
are acting selfishly and directly contrary to the interests of the farm- 
ers in the service area of the project. 

Is it not your duty and responsibility to protect the farmers that 
are affected, with no harm to the people not affected, rather than to 
humor the selfish wishes of people not affected and thereby do great 
harm to the farmers that are affected ? 

It is the purpose of this statement to assure, and I hope convince, 
you that the farmers and citizens of Kings County strongly favor 
immediate construction of San Luis project by the Bureau of 
Reclamation. 

In addition to the statement I will make and as evidence of this 
fact, there is on file with you a resolution from the Kings County 
Farm Bureau giving its unqualified endorsement of the project. 
Senator Anprerson. Mr. Navarro? 




































STATEMENT OF CHARLES NAVARRO, MEMBER OF THE LOS ANGELES 
CITY COUNCIL AND CHAIRMAN OF THE WATER AND POWER 
COMMITTEE OF THE LOS ANGELES CITY COUNCIL 












Mr. Navarro. My name is Charles Navarro, member of the Los An- 
geles City Council and chairman of the water and power committee 
of the Los Angeles City Council. 

We are a nonpartisan body in Los Angeles City Council and we 
have many controversial issues on which we disagree, sometimes very 
sharply, but actually we are not mad at anybody; we love everyone. 

This matter of water, however, was brought to our attention and 
the president of the city council referred it to our joint committees of 
the city council which are the water and power—State, county, and 
Federal affairs. 
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We are an independent body who do their own thinking and conse- 
quently we thought it would be best. if we held a meeting and heard all 
the comments on this Feather River project. This is a report which 
the joint committees submitted on Tuesday, May 8, to the city council: 


With reference to the Feather River project and the proposed San Luis Dam 
and Reservoir legislation now pending in Washington, D. C., your joint com- 
mittee of water and power—State, county and Federal affairs, to whom this 
matter was referred by the president of the council, held a hearimg in which the 
views of the representatives of the department of water and power, the Metropoli- 
tan Water District, and members of the State legislature were considered and, 
after careful study of the matter, recommends adoption of the attached resolu- 
tion as embodying the position of the City Council of Los Angeles in its appear- 
ance before the United States congressional committee in Washington, D. C.: 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas the need for securing a supplementary water supply is one of the 
paramount problems confronting the city of Los Angeles, which now has a 
population of 2,248,000, and is still continuing to grow; and 

Whereas the State of California has developed plans for the Feather River 
project which would provide an increased water supply to many areas of the 
State of California, including the city of Los Angeles; and 

Whereas the San Luis Dam and Reservoir is an essential feature of the 
Feather River project and would store water for Los Angeles and other southern 
California cities in addition to providing storage for irrigation requirements in 
San Joaquin Valley; and 

Whereas the Federal Reclamation Bureau proposes to utilize the same San 
Luis Reservoir and Dam site primarily for the limited purpose of serving only 
a small part of the west San Joaquin Valley ; and 

Whereas the best interests of the State of California and the citizens of 
Los Angeles would be served through State ownership, control, and development 
of the San Luis Dam and Reservoir site as part of the Feather River project: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Los Angeles City Council go on record as desiring to 
cooperate with the State legislature and with numerous counties, cities, water 
districts, and civic bodies throughout the State in support of State acquisition, 
ownership, and control of the San Luis Dam and Reservoir, and that the United 
States be requested to cooperate in this program by granting to the State of 
California the amount of the construction costs of the Feather River project 
properly attributable to purposes such as flood control and recreation, which 
money would be nonreimbursable if the project were federally constructed, and 
loan to the State of California, interest free, that portion of the construction 
costs of the Feather River project properly attributable to irrigation. 

This, Mr. Chairman, was adopted unanimously, upon which the 
city council directed and ordered four of us councilmen to appear 
here before you. 

Senator Anperson. Do you differentiate between the Feather River 
project and the San Luis project? 

Mr. Navarro. Mr. Chairman, I know it is customary to ask ques- 
tions, but as I am neither an expert engineer nor an expert politician— 
I wish I were—my sole mission was to present to this honorable body 
the views of the city council. 

Senator ANperson. Regardless of whether that is your mission, did 
you participate in the passage of this resolution ? 

Mr. Navarro. Yes. 

Senator ANperson. I am trying to find out what it does mean. 

If you participated, you must know what it means. Does it mean 
that you want the Federal Government to lend interest free that por- 
tion of the construction costs of the Feather River project properly 
attributable to irrigation, or just the San Luis project ? 








— 
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Mr. Navarro (reading :) 

Granting to the State of California the amount of the construction costs of the 
Feather River project properly attributable to purposes such as flood control 
and recreation, which money would be nonreimbursable if the project were 
federally constructed. 

Senator Anperson. That is the grant for flood control and that is 
an outright grant—that is not reimbursable. 

Mr. Navarro (reading :) 

And loan to the State of California, interest free, that portion of the construction 
costs of the Feather River project properly attributable to irrigation. 

Senator Anperson. That is what I am asking you—what do you 
mean? Do you mean the whole Feather River project that is sched- 
uled to cost something in the neighborhood of $1.5 billion ? 

Mr. Navarro. Just that portion properly attributable to irrigation. 

Senator AnpErson. I so understood it, but that, we will say, runs 
a billion and a quarter dollars, then. Certainly a great deal of it 
must be chargeable to irrigation. 

Are you suggesting that the whole billion and a quarter dollars be 
loaned interest free, or are you dealing only with the San Luis 
project ¢ 

Mr. Navarro. I am not prepared to say, Mr. Chairman, as I will 
leave that up to the experts who will speak after me, no doubt. 

Senator ANpErsON. But you helped pass the resolution. 

What did you understand ? 

Mr. Navarro. May I ask a question of our legal counsel ? 

As I understand it, we feel it’s ultimately proper for the entire proj- 
ect that is attributable to irr igation. 

Senator AnpERson. When you say the “entire project,” you mean 
the entire Feather River project ? 

Mr. Navarro. Feather River project. 

Senator Anperson. You are then in disagreement with the State of 
California, which feels differently toward the whole Feather River 
project. They have discussed issuing bonds for that part of the $1.5 
billion that they cannot immediately “meet. 

Mr. Navarro. As we understand it, Mr. Chairman, the city council 
understands that ultimately there will have to be a bond issue of $1.5 
billion, but we do not want to close the door on Federal aid. 

Senator Anprrson. Oh, no; if you can get it interest-free, I under- 
stand that California would always be glad to have it that way, and so 
would every other State. 

Mr. Navarro. We wish to cooperate with all bodies that we may 
have this project constructed, and we want all the Federal help we 
can get. 

Senator Anprrson. I think on that lofty principle we could all 
gree. 

Senator Kvucnrn. Assemblyman Levering would appreciate being 
heard now. I think he has to leave for Los Angeles. 


STATEMENT OF HAROLD K. LEVERING, STATE ASSEMBLYMAN, 
LOS ANGELES, CALIF. 


Mr. Levertnc. For the record, my name is Harold K. Levering, and 
I am a member of the California Legisl: ature, from the 60th asse embly 
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district. I am vice chairman of the joint legislative committee (on 
water problems, but I do not presume.to speak for that committee. 

I am here through the courtesy of the metropolitan water district, 
and the purpose of my testimony is to acquaint the members of this 
committee with the actions of the California Legislature in the last 
session, as relates to the Feather River project and San Luis project, 
and I can tell you what was in my mind when these events transpired, 
but I cannot tell you what was in the minds of the other members of 
the legislature. 

When this session opened the administration—or the Governor— 
presented a budget to the California Legislature. 

Among the items in the budget there was an item of $5,100,000 for 
the acquisition of the San Luis Dam site, the Feather River Dam site 
or partial acquisition, and other sites that were in the line item budget 
to make up this total of $5,100,000. 

Senator Anperson. How much of that-was attributable to the San 
Luis site? 

Mr. Leverrne. I do not have the breakdown here, but I have the 
budget bill here with the totals, and some of it I can transmit later. 
I could not get it yesterday. 

Senator Anperson. You probably heard a question I asked earlier? 

Mr. Levertne. Yes, I did, and the State engineer could not supply 
it at that time either, so we do not have it. 

Senator ANpERSON. Somebody will supply it? 

Mr. Levertne. It will be supplied, and I will make it my business 
to see that it comes to you. 

I asked the legislative man for it yesterday. 

Now, as this piece of legislation passed through the 2 houses my 
thought was, and the action of the California Legislature, both houses, 
was that while the administration had only asked for $5,100,000, the 
legislature and the various members that composed it saw fit to alter 
the budget and change it upward so that the appropriation was $9,350,- 
000. This budget, as you know, was for the fiscal years of 1956 and 
1957. During the process of the budget session, and prior to that time, 
there were statements made that caused some of us some concern, and 
the statement was reiterated this morning, in the statement presented 
by the State engineer, Mr. Banks, and, if I may be permitted to, I 
would just like to quote three sentences from it, lifting it out of con- 
text but not in an attempt to change the statement. 

Mr. Banks testified this morning and said with respect to the money 
that we are talking about here as follows: 

The California Legislature has already provided money to begin the acquisi- 
tion of these lands. It can be made available on July 1, 1956. However, Gov- 
ernor Knight has stated that he does not intend to begin the acquisition of these 
lands until it has been determined whether the Federal Government is to build 
a San Luis unit or until July 1, 1957, whichever occurs first. 

If the Federal Government does not decide to build a San Luis unit, acquisi- 
tion of the lands will not begin until mutually satisfactory arrangement has 
been consummated between the Federal and the State Government. 

We felt that after having seen the devastating floods that Senator 
Regan spoke about a few moments ago, or I did, and I know many 
others felt the same way, after having gone over the land where rich 
acreage had been wiped out, entire levees broken down, that it was 
of prime importance that knowing the situation in southern Cali- 
fornia, realizing the position of the people in the Santa Clara Valley 
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and realizing the desperate need there was for water for the gentle- 
man who appeared before us in the San Joaquin Valley and emphasiz- 
ing what was said this morning that we should proceed as quickly as 
possible to get this thing started so that we could alleviate some of the 
problems that had occurred. 

So this budget, when we went to free conference, as it was not con- 
curred in, had written into it a provision in language in free con- 
ference that dealt with the spending of these moneys very quickly for 
the acquisition of this dam site. Of course there was a controversy 
over that and the budget was not concurred in and the conferees were 
sent back to work again. Ultimately that language was taken from 
the budget and the budget subsequently was passed and signed by the 
Governor. 

However, there were those of us who did feel that pene ate action 
should be taken on this, so a resolution was prepared—it was not a 
joint resolution, which would be the type of resolution that we would 
send to the Congress, but it was a concurrent resolution, and with your 
permission it is very short and I would like to read it to you and then 
introduce it in the record and then tell you how it was acted upon by 
both houses. 

This is assembly concurrent resolution No. 26—relative to dam and 
reservolr site acquisition. 

Whereas the need: for securing a supplementary water supply is one of the 
paramount problems confronting the city of Los Angeles, which now has a 
population of 2,243,000 and is still continuing to grow, and 

Whereas the State of California has developed plans for the Feather River 
project which would provide an increased water supply to many areas of the 
State of California, including the city of Los Angeles, and 

Whereas the San Luis Dam and Reservoir is an essential feature of the 
Feather River project and would store water for Los Angeles and other southern 
California cities in addition to providing storage for irrigation requirements in 
San Joaquin Valley, and 

Whereas the Federal Reclamation Bureau proposes to utilize the same San 
Luis Reservoir and dam site primarily for the limited purpose of serving only 
a small part of the west San Joaquin Valley, and 

Whereas the best interests of the State of California and the citizens of Los 
Angeles would be served through State ownership, control and development of 
the San Luis dam and reservoir site as part of the Feather River project; Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Los Angeles City Council go on record as desiring to cooper 
ate with the State legislature and with numerous counties, cities, water districts 
and civic bodies throughout the State in support of State acquisition, ownership, 
end control of the San Luis Dam and Reservoir, and that the United States be 
requested to cooperate in this program by granting to the State of California the 
amount of the construction costs of the Feather River project properly attribu- 
table to purposes such as flood control and recreation, which money would be 
nonreimbursable if the project were federally constructed, and loan to the State 
of California, interest free, that portion of the construction costs of the Feather 
River project properly attributable to irrigation. 

When this resolution was taken up on the senate side—to give you 
some idea of the feeling of the representatives of the people—w hen the 
rollcall was made there were, out of an 80-member house, of which 
there are 3 vacancies, 60 affir mative votes and 9 negative votes. The bill 
went then to the other side, and that was on the ‘last day in which we 
could consider items in this budget. It was taken up on the senate 
side, and as the hour of adjournment drew very close it was under a 
very strong debate on that side. 
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Eventually, after it had been explained to the members, the vote on 
the senate side was 28 affirmative to 12 negative. 

Senator ANpERson. You do not regard the language that the State 
engineer gave us today as in conflict with that resolution, do you, or 
do you? 

Mr. Levertna. I would think that there would be a little in conflict, 
yes. 

* Senator Anperson. In what way? 

Mr. Levertne. Well, “without unnecessary delay.” There are 
several interpretations of that, and whether it is in conflict or whether 
it is not in conflict, I think you can place your interpretation on that 
probably as well as we can. 

Senator Anprrson. This is a sort of pious hope to get it done as 
early as you can, but nothing is binding ¢ 

Mr. Levertne. Nothing binding. We sent it over with the thought 
that it might expedite matters because of this critical situation that 
is existing in the State because of floods and the shortage of water. 

Senator Kvcurrt. Assemblyman Levering, let me ask you, in ap- 
pearing here today, do you have any comment to make on the proposed 
recommendation of the State engineer with respect to Federal par- 
ticipation in the construction of the San Luis Reservoir ? 

Mr. Levertnc. Speaking for myself, I would like to make the com- 
ment that if the Federal Government will participate in the furnishing 
of moneys, as testified to by other persons here, I would very much 
rather see the State of California undertake and build the project. 

Now, there are several reasons for this, Senator. In the first place, 
we have been informed by engineers and other persons that if the State 
undertakes it we can get it in operation more quickly than we can if the 
Federal Government does it. 

Senator Kucnrer. When you say “we,” who do you speak for? 

Mr. Levertne. The State of California. 

I mean if the State of California does it. 

Senator Anperson. When they give that expert opinion, do they 
base it on any experience in which the State of California has built a 
$229 million project? How many has the State of California built of 
that size? 

Mr. Levertne. We have not built any. 

Senator Anperson, On what do you base your opinion ? 

Mr. Leverrnc. I am saying this is the opinion ventured by some of 
the experts in the field. Some of them will be before your committee 
to give you their reasons. 

Senator Anperson. Did they give you their reasons? 

Mr. Levertne. Yes, they did. 

Senator Anprrson. What were they ? 

Mr. Levertnc. One of their reasons was that they could go about 
the financing of it probably quicker if it was financed, if the Federal 
Government would contribute their share and other financing was 
made by the State of California. 

Another reason that was given 

Senator ANnprrson. I do not follow you on that one. Do you mean 
that they say that if the Federal Government gave in this case an 
advance of all but $23 million, plus $6 million—gave the rest of the 

$200 million interest-free—that they could finance it faster than if 
the Federal Government gave them the whole $229 million ? 
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Mr. Levertne. No. 

Senator ANDERSON. What did they mean? 

Mr. Levertnc. I would rather have someone who has made that 
statement testify themselves. ‘That has been the statement given 
to us. 

Senator ANpeRson. If this gentleman wants to testify we would be 
happy to have him testify. 

Mr. Tittman. My name is Gilmore Tillman, attorney for the de- 
partment of water and power. 

I was suggesting to the assemblyman that he refer to State Engi- 
neer Banks, whose report it was, rather than Mr, Levering doing it 
for him. Iassume Mr. Banks is still here. It is in his official report 
concerning the project. 

Mr. Levertna. I do not know just where it is, but I think it is in 
there. 

Senator AnpeRson. Very well, let us go on to the next consideration. 

Senator Kucnuer. What is it now, gentlemen, that is in this report? 

Mr. Levertnc. It is the fact alleged by Mr. Banks that if the State 
builds it, according to Mr. Tillman, that it can be done more quickly 
than if the Federal Government does it. 

Senator ANbERSON. Do you find that? 

Mr. Levertnc. Page 23. Let me read you this paragraph, gentle- 
men, which is on page 32 and it is the third paragraph. 

The construction schedule assumed for analyses No. 4 is based on that set 
forth in the May 1955 report of the State engineer on the Feather River project 
except that construction was assumed to start 1 year later, in 1957. Under this 
schedule water delivery to the west side of the San ee Valley would begin 
in 1961 rather than in 1965 as assumed in analyses Nos. 1, 2, and 3 and as pro- 
posed by the Bureau of Reclamation. 

That is the statement. 

Senator Kucne.. Now, is it not true, however, that from the various 
analyses which the State engineer has made he has discarded this 
analysis and has recommended for the State that the Federal Govern- 
ment participate? Is that not the fact? 

Mr. Leverrna. Yes: that is the fact. 

Senator Kucuer. So that we here deal—we might as well get all 
the assistance we can on this thing—we are here dealing with a hypo- 
thetical allegation that the State of California, by the adoption of 
bonds, could, proceed with more dispatch than the Federal Govern- 
ment could in its annual appropriation of moneys to undertake a 
specific project. I am not prepared to argue that point either way, 
because again the issue here is to determine whether or not the Con- 
gress of the United States should participate in the Feather River 
project by the appropriation of moneys for one dam which would 
be at San Luis and, if so, in what fashion. 

Now were you here this morning when Mr. Poulson spoke ? 

Mr. Levertna. Oh, yes. 

Senator Anperson. You are not going to get me away from this 
question of money ? 

Senator Kucnue:. You are my senior, you go back. 

Senator Anperson. I would like to go into this question a little bit. 
You stopped reading “as proposed by the Bureau of Reclamation.” 


This construction schedule could be accomplished under State financing by issu- 
ance of bonds, whereby funds can be made available in sufficient amount to 
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permit construction to progress as fast as is feasible. Past experience has 
shown that with annual appropriations by the Federal Government as pro- 
posed in the San Luis report, construction progress is not as fast as it could 
be with the availability of ample funds. 


Now if you are after this extra speed 

Mr. Levertna. That is very easy to explain. 

Senator Anperson. Sure. Anybody that starts out, if he is told 
that he has unlimited funds he can doa whole lot more than if he has to 
progress a little more slowly. But if you want to do it by the issu- 
ance of State bonds you would then pay interest for those bonds for 
40 years. 

Mr. Leverina. I realize that. 

Senator Anperson. And raise the cost of the project ultimately 
from $229 million to $500-some-million. Do you recommend that? 





ad hed & 


Mr. Levertne. Well, no. What we are trying to ask the Federal 
Government to do is under the Cabinet report that was submitted to 
President Eisenhower and this was discussed this morning, we would 
like to have the money on the basis that it has been allocated before 
for irrigation projects. That portion of the Feather River project 
which deals with irrigation and other nonreimbursable types, for that 
situation which was gone into this morning. 

Senator Anperson. Yes, but you understand that the Presidential 
report is not the reclamation law of the land ? 

Mr. Leverine. I realize that. 

Senator Anprrson. We still work through the Congress. 

Mr. Leverrne. I realize that. 

Senator Anperson. If you work through the Congress you go by 
the appropriation route. Do I understand it to be your desire to have 
a State bond issue which will not be interest-free, rather than to 
have interest-free money ? 

Mr. Levertnc. We would like to get some money, not for the whole 
project, interest-free from the reclamation, but then we would like 
to get additional money in accordance with this report that has been 
published, for which we are willing to pay interest. 

Senator Anperson. There is only $6 million of that. 

Mr. Leverrnc. I am talking about the overall Feather River project. 

Senator Anperson. Well, the State intends to finance the overall 
Feather River project by the issuance of State bonds? 

Senator Anperson. This hearing happens to be on the San Luis 
project. 

Mr. Levertna. I realize that. 

Senator ANpERSON. Do you recommend the issuance of State bonds 
on that, or are you looking for reclamation money ? 

Mr. Levertnc. We are looking for reclamation money under regu- 
lar procedure. 

Senator Anperson. If you get reclamation money, it has to come by 
the appropriation manner. 

Mr. Leverrne. That is right. 

Senator Anperson. And you have to get it by annual installments. 

Mr. Levertne. That is correct. 

Senator AnpErson. So, what is the difference in speed ? 

Mr. Levertnc. I am only quoting the engineer’s report. That is not 
my statement, that is his. 
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Senator AnpEeRrsON. You adopted it as your language. It must have 
made an impression on you. 

Mr. Levertne. I took it at face value. 

Senator Anperson. That is dangerous. 

Mr. Leverrna. I realize that, but I did not cast any votes on it, 
however. 

Senator Anperson. All right. What are some of the other 
advantages ¢ 

Mr. Levertnc. You mean so far as the construction is concerned ? 

Senator ANnpErRsON. Yes. 

Mr. Levertnc. One of the reasons was advanced this morning, I 
think, that we have had a little difficulty before in the situation down 
with the All-American Canal, with which you are familiar, and very 
frankly 

Senator ANDERSON. In a general way I know something about the 
All-American Canal. What were some of the difficulties to which 
you referred ¢ 

Mr. Levertne. It took 10 years after it was paid for before it was 
turned over to the people. 

Senator Anperson. After it was paid for? 

Mr. Levertna. I think so. 

Senator Anperson. It is still not paid for. 

Mr. Levertne. I think it has been paid off by the irrigation district, 
to the United States. 

Senator Anperson. I do not believe so. That is this danger again 
in assuming. I do not believe it has—really I do not. We had a 
matter in here before this committee relating to it not long ago, and 
if it is paid for we certainly were imposed upon. 

Mr. Levertne. Title has been passed to the irrigation district now. 

Mr. LineweAver. Operation and maintenance. 

Mr. Levertne. Operation and maintenance. 

Senator Anpgerson. But that is not title. Occasionally, if I get an 
extra dollar, I let a man drive my car for me, but he still does not 
own it. 

Mr. Levertne. That is right. 

Senator ANperson. As a matter of fact, is it not true that it would 
be desirable in almost every irrigation district, if you left it to the 
people, that the Federal Government gave them the money they 
wanted, interest-free, and let them let the construction contracts ¢ 

Mr. Levertne. That would be desirable, if they could get it. 

Senator Anperson. Unfortunately, you cannot do it that way. If 
you come to the Federal Government for interest-free money, you have 
to do it in the processes of Government, which sometimes takes a little 
longer. I think the suggestion that Senator Kuchel and others have 
made is that, in order to be sure that the project has validity and 
is feasible, we make use of this interest-free money, which is a good 
thing, I think, and has been beneficial in the building of these reclama- 
tion projects. 

Mr. Levertne. We agree on that. 

Senator Anprrson. That the operation of it afterwards might be 
profitable turned over to the local people. In general, you would 
support that; would you not ? 

Mr. Levertne. Yes. But I would rather build it by the State. 
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Senator Kucuen. Let me ask, Mr. Chairman, if I may ? 

Mr. Levering, after discussing four different potential points of 
view which the State could adopt as its recommendation, the engineer 
for the State recommends now that the State operate and maintain 
this unit we are talking about and repay to the United States from 
project revenues the reimbursable construction costs of the unit, on 
the interest-free installment basis. Do you quarrel with that recom- 
mendation ¢ 

Mr. Levertnc. Well now, what do you mean, quarrel with it? 

Senator Kucnen. Do you agree with it or disagree? Do you recom- 
mend that we give consideration to it or do you not? 

Mr. Levertnc. Let me put it this way: If the Congress, in its wis- 
dom, sees fit to enact into law the suggestions made in the Cabinet 
report, we would prefer it that way. 

Senator Anperson. Are you willing to wait until we take up the 
Cabinet report on it ? 

Mr. Levertnc. You know, Senator, we have to wait for a good many 
things, but if we work for them we can expedite them. 

Senator Anperson. I hate to break into Senator Kuchel, but I do 
want to remind you that this Presidential Policy Committee has sent 
no recommendations to the Congress for legislation. 

Mr. Levertna. I realize that. 

Senator Anperson. And even if they do, it takes quite a while to 
get drastic changes in reclamation law through. Remember that the 
State of California did start in the Central Valley, and did have 
some suggestions and discussions of issuance of bonds and sale of 
bonds. 

Mr. Leverrne. I realize that. 

Senator Anperson. And, finally, came back into this slow, laborious, 
process of getting the Congress to appropriate year by year. 

Mr. Levertnec. I do not want to argue with you, Senator, I know 
that is true. Perhaps you recall, I do vividly, because I was in busi- 
ness at that time, that we had no market for bonds in the period at 
which California was talking about that project because of the depres- 
sion that we were then in. 

Senator Anperson. I was in business then, too, and I recall it very 
vividly. 

Mr. Levertne. It was tough. But I want to recall to your mind 
that at that same time the Metropolitan Water District was financed 
and did start their project, so we are trying: 

Senator Anperson. But you did it by coming to the Federal Gov- 
ernment and getting a grant under the Public Works Administration. 

Mr. Levertne. That is right, but we did bond ourselves to build 
some of the works. 

Senator AnpEerson. We tried toestablish an irrigation project under 
the Public Works Administration in my part of the country. We did 
not get it done, and our engineer eventually went on to do some work 
for the Los Angeles district. 

Mr. Levertne. Let me return to you, Senator Kuchel. 

Senator Kucner. If we were faced with these recommendations 
here in the Congress which the State engineer makes, in the absence 
of the adoption by the Congress of the policy in the Cabinet Com- 
mittee report, would you then recommend to the Congress considera- 
tion of the State engineer’s proposals ? 
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Mr. Levertna. If that was the best deal we could get, certainly, 
we would be glad to take that one, if we could not get a better one. 

Senator Kucne.. I congratulate you on that statement, because we 
are faced, you and I and all the other people in California, with a 
monumental undertaking. The latest report, Mr. Chairman, which 
the State has issued on the overall State water plan, I think, I am 
not quite sure about it, but I think it runs into $11 billion. 

Senator ANDERSON. We had testimony a minute ago. 

Mr. Levertne. Yes. 

Let me make this statement, Senator. This is a terrific problem in 
the State of California, to distribute this large amount of water to the 
great. number of people in the areas of deficiency. I think it is going 
to take the combined brains of everybody in the State of ( ‘alifornia 
working together, to present their points of view, and then reconcil- 
ing them in a rational manner, in order to work this out for the best 
interests of all the people. No one group should go off on a selfish 
angle all their own. We are all working together ‘to tr y to do what 
is best for all of California, and not what is best for one particular 
group here, there, or somewhere else. I do believe, and I have always 
believed, that when the people can do something themselves they 
should not have their hand out and it is only when a project is beyond 
the ability of the local people to be able to handle it themselves that 
they should ask for help from the next highest Government. I think 
that is true of individuals. I have never been one for handouts. I 
believe God helps those that help themselves, as long as they do not 
slug the other fellow. I think we should practice that same kind of 
economy in the State of California, and we are perfectly willing to pay 
for what we get. We want to deal fairly with all of the groups, we 
want to make the best deal that we can, as you would in any other busi- 
ness deal. 

Thank you, Senator. 

Senator AnpeRsoNn. I am sorry to have asked you all these questions, 
but we have been trying to find out just what you are seeking to get 

You say you do not want handouts, and I think that is fine, but 
actually, you do want some interest-free money. You differentiate 
between interest-free money and handouts? 

Mr. Levertnc. We want to be treated the same as the other States 
under the present law. 

Senator Anperson. But do you regard the use of interest-free 
money as a handout ? 

Mr. Levertna. Personally ? 

Senator Anperson. Yes, 

Mr. Levertna. In the first place it is not interest- free, as you kr ner 
It is only interest-free in as far as the bookkeeping is concerned, 
mean, interest-free from the general t: axpayer. 

Senator ANpErsoN. You cannot count it any other way / 

Mr. Levertne. As to the loan you make, sure, I will grant you that 
you do not charge anything to borrow this money, but you ts ake it out 
of the taxpayers’ pocket to make those funds up. I just paid my 
income tax. I know there is no “free” money. 

Senator Anperson. I congratulate you—I have some installments 
yet to pay on mine. 

Mr. Levertna. I have mine paid. 
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Senator Anperson. I say, I congratulate you. But we have to deal 
with this situation as to whether or not the particular transaction is 
interest-free. 

Mr. Levertna. It is interest-free technically, as you describe it. 
I understand exactly how it works. 

Senator Anprrson. Is it just technically ? 

Mr. Levertnc. It is interest-free on the loan but it is not free from 
the taxpayers at large, because they pay the interest that the loan 
will not pay. 

Senator Anperson. Of course, if we got into that we would go on 
and say that a public school is not free because people pay taxes to 
public schools. 

Mr. Leverinea. It is not free, in that sense of the word. 

Senator Anperson. We do believe that the children can go to it 
without paying tuition. 

Mr. Levertne. Thank you. 

Senator AnpERsoN. We will have to resume in the morning. 

Senator Kuchel, you may be by yourself for a while tomorrow. 

Senator Kucuer. What time do you wish to start, Mr. Chairman ? 

Senator Anperson. 10: 30. 

(Whereupon, at 4: 48 p. m., the subcommittee recessed to reconvene 
at 10:30 a. m., Saturday, May 12, 1956.) 
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SATURDAY, MAY 12, 1956 


Unrrep STATES SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON IRRIGATION AND RECLAMATION 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND LNSULAR AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D.C. 
The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess, at 10:30 a. m., in room 
224, Senate Office Building, Senator Arthur V. Watkins, Utah, pre- 
siding. 
Present: Senators Arthur V. Watkins, Utah; Thomas H. Kuchel, 
California. 
Senator WatTKrns. The subcommittee will be in session. 
Mr. Morris will be our first witness. 
For the purpose of the record, will you give your full name, address, 
and occupation 4 


STATEMENT OF SAM B. MORRIS, CONSULTANT, LOS ANGELES, CALIF. 


Mr. Morris. Mr. Chairman, I want to express my pleasure in being 
here. 

My name is Samuel B. Morris. For 11 years I was general manager 
and chief engineer ef the Los Angeles Department of Water and 
Power, and since my retirement, October 1, 1955, I have been consult- 
ing engineer to the department and also vice president of the Feather 
River P roject Association, whose president, Mr. Leonard, is here to 
testify before you. 

I wish to say that I had originally sent Mr. Kuchel a wire in re- 
sponse to his wire some month or more ago that I would be here and 
testify later. Later on, on account of the numbers from southern 
California who are appearing before you, it was decided I would not 
testify. 

Last night that situation changed and I was asked to appear before 
you, so I only have a handwritten statement of my testimony which 
I would appreciate, if possible, the opportunity of reading through 
quickly and then being cross-examined on anything which I may have 
said so as to preserve some continuity of this presentation for which 
I do not have copies to hand to you, unfortunately. 

Senator WaTKiIns. You may proceed in that manner. 

Mr. Morris. Having heard the testimony before the House subcom- 
mittee and a little of that before your committee, I have asked your 
indulgence for a few minutes, not to make a full presentation but, 
rather, to cover a few points which I believe will give added clarity 
to our position in southern California. 

153 





154 SAN LUIS (CALIFORNIA) IRRIGATION DEVELOPMENT 


You have been told of the problems presented by these major factors 
in California, a State some 800 miles in length, 200 miles in width, 
which has difficult topograph, difficult hydrology. 

We have over 100 inches of rainfall in the extreme northwest por- 
tions of the State and it grades down to 10 inches at San Diego to 
less than 5 inches in some of our interior valleys and deserts. 

The runoff in California has been carefully studied, recorded. 
We have an average runoff of about 70 million, nearly 71 million, 
acre-feet and there is, in addition to that, Mr. Chairman, 5,362,000 
acre-feet which we have a contract for from the Colorado River. 
Together, those add up to about 76 million acre-feet. 

Half of our population, however, lies in southern California, 
which has less than 2 percent of the runoff of California, There is 
a surplus in the northwest portion of California and in the Sacra- 
mento Valley which the State engineer estimates at 23 million acre- 
feet that may ultimately be moved southerly in California to take 
care of water deficiencies which generally exist in the area south of 
an east-west line through Sacramento. 

In the twenties—and I am going to speak of the growth of develop- 
ment in California to show that they were initially by individual cities, 
then by larger groups—the Metropolitan Water District went to the 
Colorado River and the East Bay Municipal District to the High 
Sierras. 

A decade earlier, Los Angeles and San Francisco had gone to the 
Sierras for their individual city projects. The State, in the twenties, 
developed the Central Valley plan, which was approved by the elec- 
torate of California in the early thirties, when $173 million of revenue 
bonds were voted for that project. Unfortunately, those bonds could 
not be sold at that time and the Federal Government took over the 
construction of the Central Valley project and has completed its 
initial features and done a splendid job in that field. 

There have been other additions constructed by the Corps of Engi- 
neers, all excellent work, for our State. 

Now, since World War IT, the State has again taken stock of its 
water problem. Its excellent staff, under the State engineer and 
Governor Knight, is at this very time studying the State water plan 
for ultimately providing water for all parts of the State. It has 
expended more than $8 million in these studies and water surveys. 

The California water plan will bring water to meet all the needs 
of California, including not only the coastal areas from San Fran- 
cisco south but the interior valleys and even the desert areas that 
have irrigable lands. This study is somewhat irrespective of cost, 
bearing in mind that ultimately conditions may be such as to justify 
such areas being developed, when the State may have an ultimate 
population of 40 million and it may result ultimately in irrigating 
some 20 million acres; that is, it would use some 51 million acre-feet. 

While the Central Valley project is a project to transfer surplus 
water from the Sacramento Valley to the San Joaquin Valley for 
irrigation, the California water plan seeks to meet the ultimate needs 
throughout the State for all purposes through maximum development 
of its water resources for domestic and industrial use, irrigation, flood 
control, navigation, recreation, fish and wildlife, and for sanitation 
and power. 
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The essential features of such a plan are to first protect the areas 
of origin with adequate water to meet their reasonable future needs 
and by large coordinated surface and underground reservoir storage 
to regulate the floods, generate hydroelectric power, and through a 

2ar ly State-long aqueduct system to convey 23 million acre- feet 
southerly to meet the ultimate requirements of the coastal areas, inte- 
rior valleys, and deserts. 

Yes, this is a great conception by State officers and engineers. The 
plan is too big, the problems too numerous, the need for “coordination 
too great to be undertaken by any city, group of cities or districts 
and yet it must be undertaken in an effective prompt manner, and with 
utilitylike responsibility to provide water on time at reasonable cost 
in all areas of the State. 

Already our State ground-water basins are overdrawn. Our State 
engineer says that they are overdrawn by 5 million acre-feet per year 
and the amount of the overdraft is increasing rapidly. 

Clearly, this is a State problem. Whether you agree or not, the fact 
is that a United States Government administration comes in from 
time to time and says that the United States cannot assume such utility 
responsibility for providing adequate water for States and local areas. 

Our present administration has that view. Witness the Pacific 
Northwest and the Tennessee Valley Authority situations. 

Faced with such a major problem of development of the water re- 
sources of the Tennessee Valley affecting some 7 or 8 States, the Con- 
gress saw no adequate means of affording the necessary coordination to 
develop the rivers of this area and it created the Tennessee Valley 
Authority. All water and land agencies of the Federal Government 
were subordinated or excluded from the area so that the United States 
could form a new single agency to work out a single coordinated plan 
and to design, build, and operate the many multipur pose dams, reser- 
voirs, and powerplants. 

We all know the splendid record of TVA. 

Fortunately, the waters and water problems of the California water 
plan are contained in the one State of California. (Relatively minor 
streamflows cross the State boundaries.) It is a populous and it is 
a wealthy State, the second in the Union. 

Its Governor and its legislative bodies are forward looking in meet- 
ing the problems of this fastest growing State in the Union. 

The Feather River project is but the first unit of the California 
water plan, but it is a magnificent proposal in its scope and the magni- 
tude of its benefits spread nearly 600 miles from irrigation, reclama- 
tion, fish and wildlife, and power in its headwater mountainous drain- 
age area to flood control and irrigation on the flood plain from Oroville 
to Sacramento, for domestic and industrial and irrigation water south 
of San Francisco, for domestic and industrial use in Alameda, Santa 
Clara, and Benito Counties, for irrigation along nearly the length of 
the west side of the San Joaquin Valley and continuing on southerly 
to the Tehachapi Mountains with water mainly for domestic and in- 
dustri al use in the south area in Santa Barbara, Ventura, Los Angeles, 

San Bernardino, Riverside, Orange, and San Diego C ounties, and, yes, 
including some smaller areas of irrigation in these gener: my | domestic 
and industrial areas, both in southern California and in the San Fran- 
cisco Bay area. 
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Here is where the San Luis Reservoir comes in. It is a vital storage 
unit in this long aqueduct system so necessary to the economy and the 
very existence of California and must be built to a total capacity of 
2,100,000 acre-feet, not to serve just the San Luis area, which needs 
water “right now” to overcome the rapidly receding wells, but the 
equally “right now” needs of farms in Kern County at the southern 
end of the San Joaquin Valley. 

Yes; it will help to regulate nearly 4 million acre-feet of flow which 
is being diverted southerly. 

You have already heard of the ground-water distress of irrigators 
in Alameda, Santa Clara, and San Benito Counties, so I will not elabo- 
rate on these, but I will direct your attention to the needs of southern 
California south of Tehachapi. 

In this area the Metropolitan Water District, where 6 million people 
reside in 70 cities with their business and industry, and where lies 
nearly one-half of the assessed valuation of the State, we are facing 
the crying need for more water as soon as the reservoirs, powerplants, 
pumping plants, and aqueducts of the Feather River project can be 
constructed. 

The local aqueduct of the Metropolitan Water District was con- 
ceived in 1923 when surveys were undertaken. The district was 
created in 1928, 5 years later. Three years on top of that, $220 million 
in bonds were voted and 10 years later the first water from this project 
was brought into southern California in 1941. 

In the next 13 years to 1954, 300,000 acre-feet, or one-fourth of the 
aqueduct capacity, was used and at the same time an equal amount, 
300,000 acre-feet of overdraft was made from the ground-water basins 
of southern California. 

If consumers had purchased instead of overdrawing their water, 
the district would have sold and delivered 600,000 acre-feet in this 
13th year or one-half of the total capacity of the Colorado River 
aqueduct. 

Now, another vear has passed so if the same rate of increase con- 
tinues, the total capacity of the Colorado River aqueduct will be re- 
quired in 12 years from now or by 1968. 

I believe I have adequately shown the immediate need for these 
several areas that will be rescued in their water needs by the Feather 
River project. ‘To these must be added the requirements for water 
in the Feather River drainage area itself and on the flood plain, which 
together amount to some one million acre-feet. 

Yes: this State, which is 800 miles long, 200 hundred miles wide, 
must have its water plan fully coordinated under one management, 
for design, construction, and operation, just as was found necessary 
for TVA. And while it is true that the State has never built such a 
project or any major water project, I can only ask you to look at the 
splendid record of construction and operation of TVA. 

That organization was brought into being after the act was passed. 
Some disagreed with their social philosophy but I know of no dis- 
agreement as to the splendid job TVA has done in design and opera- 
tion. 

Yes: I have confidence that the State engineers and the new State 
water department under the Governor can duplicate this fine record 
in the construction and operation of the Feather River project if they 
are allowed to do the whole job. 
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Now, regarding financing, yes; I do believe the United States 
Government has a responsibility and an opportunity. The Engle 
bill would provide $190 million grant for flood control, and I be lieve 
for fish and wildlife, which the United States policy provides as 
nonreimbursable. 

In like manner, I submit it is fair and equitable that the United 

States should provide loans for the cost of the project which are 
properly allocable to irrigation as has long been the United States 
policy. 1 believe such loans should be made directly to the State, to 
he returned in 40 years, plus a 10-year development period for 50 
years. 
' The issuance of loans and grants is nothing new to the United 
States, either domestically or internationally, and for many diverse 
purposes. It is favored by the President and by the President’s Ad- 
visory Committee on Water Policy. 

The State would issue general obligation bonds for the rem: aining 
major part of the cost to “the State which, together with the money 
furnished by grant from the Federal Government, plus any interest- 
free loan which m: iy be provided, would meet the total cost now esti- 
mated at something in excess of $1.5 billion. 

I believe you will agree that the drafting of terms under which 
such loans and grants may be issued by the United States to the State 
of California is far simpler than the task of drafting language which 

ill meet the requirements of both the State and the United States 

looking forward to design, construction, and at least 50 years of 
future operation after completion of construction. 

Certainly the State engineer is correct when he says that the State 
could likely construct the San Luis project as a unit of the Feather 
River project t years sooner than the United States Bureau of Recla 
mation. ‘The State can issue general obligation bonds and construct 
as rapidly as construction program will permit, having adequate 
fundsat hand. The crying need deserves such action. 

If the United States cannot meet its irrigation allocation appropri- 
ations or flood-control appropriations fast enough, the State can well 
absorb some added interest cost until such funds are made available 
by the United States. 

I can think of no more effective way of defeating the State’s Feather 
River project than just the proposals you have heard yesterday. Cut 
out of the Feather River project, the San Luis project, the South San 
Francisco Bay urban project, in Alameda, Santa Clara, and San 
Benito Counties, as proposed in the Gubser bill, and cut out the project 
where the United States has shown interest in furnishing irrigation 
water to the west side of the San Joaquin Valley south of the San Luis 
project, including the areas in Kern County. 

Now, Senators of the committee, may I ask you in all fairness, what 
chance do you believe the Feather River project would have with these 
large areas of benefits removed and only holes left in the middle of 
the former statelong, statewide Feather River project ? 

Of course, the remaining sections of the Feather River project if 
ever built would cost much more per unit than the originally conceived 
project, as well as the amputated sections themselves. You just could 
not pass a bond issue, in my opinion, under those conditions. 
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Finally, I urge upon you that the San Luis, as a Federal project, 
be held off to examine the opportunities of the United States in fur- 
thering the broad benefits of the State Feather River project through 
loans and grants by special authorization bills similar to the Engle 
flood-control bill for the Oroville Dam and Reservoir of the Feather 
River project, which is a bill to grant nonreimbursable funds. 

Thank you. I will be glad to answer any questions. 

Senator Warkins. As I understand your testimony, you are op- 
posed to this present bill ¢ oan 

Mr. Morris. I am opposed to the present bill, believing that the 
State itself should coordinate its water plan, as the San Luis Reservoir 
is in the heart of the aqueduct system. 

Senator Warkrns. Is it your belief after your study that the State 
of California could well undertake this on its own, the whole statewide 
program ¢ 

Mr. Morris. It is. 

Senator Warkins. Without any help from anybody # 

Mr. Morris. Well, I should say in fairness to the State of California, 
that it contributes to the Federal Government taxes several times 
the total cost of this Feather River project every year, and that the 
annual budgets of the State of California are in excess of the total 
cost of the Feather River project, so I do not regard the $1.5 billion, 
large as it is, as beyond the abilities of our State to carry out. 

But I do believe, in all fairness, that the Federal Government should 
allow grants-in-aid under flood control, fish and wildlife policies, 
should allow interest-free money as it has done for reclamation 
purposes. 

Senator Warkrns. The State of California has done well in keeping 
up with the United States in the past with its share of taxes that might 
go for flood control and reclamation and all that type of program. 

Mr. Morris. Yes; my own county of Los Angeles, which has a very 
large flood-control program, having one of the most difficult areas, 
has itself provided funds for flood-control works as large as those 
provided by the Federal Government. 

Senator Warns. I think you got the wrong impression. Have 
you not gotten already your proportion of the national income devoted 
to this type of program—as I remember, something like three-quarters 
of a billion in southern California alone under flood control? 

Mr. Morris. As I say, contrary to many areas which have spent 
very little of their own money, we have spent as large a sum of money 
as the Government for flood control, raised by local taxes in my 
own as well other areas to beat the flood problem. 

Senator Watkins. These communities are required to at least con- 
tribute rights-of-way and other things? 

Mr. Morris. We have done a lot more than that, Senator. We have 
built dams and we have built flood-control channels, we passed just 
2 or 3 years ago a $179 million bond issue for flood control in Los 
Angeles County, and we have spent sums of that approximate order 
prior to that time. 

Senator Warkins. How long has this State plan been worked up? 
How long has it been known that a State program of this kind could 
be undertaken which would develop the water resources of California ? 

Mr. Morris. The studies looking toward this plan were authorized 
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in 1947. The Feather River project was adopted by action of the 
State legislature, incorporated into the State plan, in 1951 and the 
overall State water plan looking to the best ultimate development, is 
just now being filed by the end of June this year 

Senator Warkrns. I know that you said it could be built 4 years 
earlier probably if built by the State rather than the Federal 
(rovernment ¢ 

Mr. Morris. Yes. My reason for saying that is that the Central 

Valley project of Californi: \, for instance, ‘has been constructed at a 
cost of about half a billion in a 20-year period, meaning the appro- 
priations, on the average, are about $25 million per year, and there 
are other projects. 

There are the Trinity project and several other projects in Cali- 
fornia for which appropriations are already required so it is my be- 
lief that the State, by issuing a gener: al bond issue and having adequate 
funds on hand can construct 4 years quicker, as stated by the State 
engineer, than awaiting the annual appropriations of the Federal 
Government for the San Luis project. 

Senator Warkins. If that were the case, do you think the people 
who are asking for this project would be very happy to have that 
kind of program if you get it 4 years earlier ¢ 

Mr. Morris. I believe that ‘they would. TI believe that they have 
been led to believe that southern California does not need water soon 
enough and that we might not be pressing for early delivery of water 
to the critical needs of the San Luis barrier. The fact that we may 
not need water for 12 years may seem long, but in building a billion 
and a half water project and southern California being at the far 
end, we ainly a 12-year period is not long, it is short. 

Fortunately, these critical areas in the San Luis area and Kern 
County, which are not covered by San Luis and Alameda, Santa Clara, 
and Benito Counties, which are not covered by the San Luis project, 
deserve and require earlier solution than they can reasonably expect 
under the San Luis project bill, in my opinion. 

Senator Warxins. Your statement was contradicted by the Los 
Angeles Chamber of Commerce in the brochure I have and they say 
there is water enough down there for 200 years. 

Mr. Morris. That is certainly not correct. I am a member of their 
water and power committee and I can tell you definitely that that is 
not the opinion of the chamber of commerce. 

Senator Warxins. It may not be but, as I remember the brochure, 
I had it a year ago, stated that they had enough water there to take 
care of their needs for 200 years. That is when they were trying to 
get industry instead of water. 

Mr. Morris. They may have stated that at one time years ago but 
I do know the opinion of the Los Angeles Chamber of Commerce at 
the present time is in harmony with the testimony I have just given. 

Senator Warns. You think, then, that you only have a water sup- 
ply for about 12 years’ growth ?¢ 

Mr. Morris. If we continue to grow at the same rate, we should 
absorb the total available supply ‘and that is counting on the full 
1.212.000 acre-feet on the Colorado River, we will absorb that in 12 
more years. 

Senator Warkrns. Congressman Sisk, I note you are present and 
we are glad to have you with us. Do you have any questions? 
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I will give you the opportunity and then Senator Kuchel may have 
some questions. 

Representative Sisk. Thank you, Senator Watkins. I appreciate 
the opportunity of being here this morning. I have no questions and 
will leave it up to Senator Kuchel. 

Senator Kucnet. I think that the people of our State look on you 
as a highly qualified engineer, and certainly your views, both as an 
engineer and as a citizen, are highly important to this hearing. 

To begin with I am sure you w ‘ill agree with me that thus far. and 
irrespective of this present issue, the money which the Federal Govy- 
ernment has expended both in irrigation, reclamation projects and 
flood control in California, has been of the highest benefit to our State. 

Mr. Morris. Yes, I have attempted to say so in my testimony. I 
certainly feel that way about it. 

Senator Kucnet. Your comments on TVA, I think, might indicate 
your complete acceptance and joy in the fact that the Federal Gov 
ernment undertook to construct the Central Valley project for us 
in that part of the State. 

Mr. Morris. The difference which I wanted to point out was that 
the Federal Government in the TVA area was already carrying out 
major projects, they built the Wilson Dam by the Corps of Engineers 
and other major projects in the region, but to gain maximum coordi- 
nation and to bring about the best coordination of that Tennessee 
River system, involving many States, it found no better method than 
to create the Tennessee Valley Authority. 

Now, in California, we have all this problem in the single State, 
and I use the TVA again to show that here is a new agency which 
found it possible to organize an engineering staff and carry on this 
heavy construction program on time, and I believe the State of Cali- 
fornia can do the same. 

There is another remarkable thing in connection with TVA, they 
have done that work force account. They organize not only the 
designs, but they organize construction forces to ac tually build all 
of that work. 

Senator Kucuen. Put it another way around, if we did not have 
the Central Valley project in California today, we would have tre- 
mendous suffering and water shortage in that area. 

Mr. Morris. Certainly we would have. I fully agree with that. 

Senator Kucue.. I would want to make just this other comment, 
Mr. Chairman—that these last 3 years, as you know, I have had an 
opportunity to represent our State in at least half a dozen instances 
where sections of our State were interested in the assistance by the 
Federal Government in the solution or partial solution of the water 

roblems and the Congress approved those projects, of which the 
Trinity project is by far the major one, involving almost a quarter 
billion dollars. 

To get down to the question before us, the government of the State 
of California has prepared a plan, the California water plan, and a 


part of it is the Feather River project. 

You and I, as Californians, are anxious to have our State assume 
a responsibility which thus far it has not assumed in the field of water 
conservation. 

I think generally speaking the people of our State would agree 
with that. 
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That encompasses a bond issue. We would hope that the people 
would approve the bond issue if, as, and when one was given to them 
to pass judgment on. 

Now, specifically with respect to the issue here, the State engineer 
has recommended that the Federal Government participate in the 
construction of a dam which would be a part of the Central Valley 
project, but which, under the recommendation of the State engineer, 
could also be utilized by the State for the Feather River project. 

As I understand it, those recommendations conceive a dam built 
in two parts, one by the Federal Government to service the Central 

Valley project service area, and the second part to be constructed by 
a State on the Federal part, and to that extent to provide a reservoir 
for the Feather River project. 

Is that not generally, in layman’s language, what the position of 
the State engineer is ? 

Mr. Morris. Yes. 

I want to say, Senator Kuchel, and members of the committee, 
that I believe that you and Senator Knowland and Mr. Sisk have 
done an admirable job in seeking to aid California by gaining Federal 
support and have found this means of such assistance, but I believe 
further concepts which have at least on the national scale been re- 
leased since the introduction of these bills, do afford, in my opinion, 
a means of better coordination of the State project to directly include 
the San Luis. 

Senator Kucuen. I thank you very much, sir, for those kind per- 
sonal comments. 

From the standpoint of engineering is the recommendation of the 
State engineer, in your judgment, of the so-called integrated project, 
a feasible one or not? 

Mr. Morris. Well he makes certain recommendations. For in- 
stance, he states that it might be better to build the project to its 
full height at once, rather than by steps, and it should be reanalyzed 
on that basis. 

He, you will recall, differing from the bill, provides for State 
operation of the project and Federal construction. 

Well, that, in my opinion, is a more difficult type of contract to 
work out than is one for Federal financing which would accomplish 
the same purposes. 

Senator Kucnex. Even so, and including the manifold difficulties 
involved, is it feasible, as the State engineer has recommended, to have 
a dam operated by the State of California, a portion of the waters 
of which would be utilized for the Central Valley service area, and 
the balance of which would be used for the State Feather River 
project ? 

Mr. Morris. I think you could not say that it could not be done, 
but I doubt very much whether any of us, even the most farseeing, 
in seeking to visualize the problems which might occur, could ade- 
quately work those out so as to provide for the later, greater use of 
this reservoir. 

You must recall we in southern California with a present population 
of 6 million, and with this project, we will go to 10 or 15 
million, perhaps, and those people have a vital interest in this and 
desire to get the water for the irrigated areas at the earliest date and 
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fortunately, it is the upper end of the project so that is feasible, but 
we would have a great deal more confidence that the requirements of 
southern California could adequately be met under a completely State- 
operated system in this aqueduct system. 

Now, I think there still remains storage in the Sacramento Valley 
and the San Joaquin Valley and other projects which might well be 
constructed by the Bureau of Reclamation or the Corps of Engineers, 
the release of which waters will be a benefit to the pool of w vater at 
the delta from which this water is taken. 

But along the aqueduct system itself, I think the State should have 
complete and unrestricted control. 

Senator Kucuet. Is it not true that on that point your views do 
not differ with those of the State engineer in the concept of State 
operation ? 

Mr. Morris. I would say they differ only in kind. He has tried 
to work out a system under which the State could live with the bill 
which is provided, and get the advantage of these Federal funds, 
but I believe that almost any engineer would agree that the single 
management would be more easily operated, and I think most of 
the attorneys would agree that the appropriation of funds by the 
Federal Government and it has done so much of that in aid, by grant 

or by loan, would be a simpler instrument to draft than one which 
looks into the future on this matter of operation. 

Senator Kucuet. Again, however, and quite aside from any pro- 
visions of the bills which have been introduced on the subject, 1s it 
not true that the recommendations of the State engineer are as 
follows: 

The State shall operate and maintain the unit and repay to the United States 
from project revenues, the reimbursable construction cost of the unit on an 
interest-free installment basis. 

Is it not true that in that recommendation with respect to the 
operation of the unit, the State engineer and you are in full agree- 
ment ¢ 

Mr. Morris. I think that is correct in its operation, but I should 

say that the full plan of agreement for construction and operation 
should be embodied in the authorizing act if that were undertaken, 
but I do not think that would be as good a solution as the one I 
recommended. 

Senator Kucuen. In other words, this hearing, from my point of 
view, only latches on to a bill here because the committee is required 
to have a bill before it. 

Actually, however, I want this committee to explore the theories 
and have the benefit of an examination of whatever objections may 
be presented to see, God willing, whether there is any area of agree- 
ment here. 

Now, if the State engineer has indicated a position on operation of 
the San Luis Dam, then, to that extent, you and he would be in 
complete agreement, the operation ¢ 

Mr. Morris. The operation, we say, must be by the State. 

Senator Kucner. Now, I would like to say this, Mr. Chairman— 

Mr. Morris. I am hard pressed, so after a question or two I shall 
have to try to catch that plane. 

I might add that there are a large number of representatives here 
from Los Angeles and southern California and the San Joaquin 
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Valley. I hope they may all be presented and speak, but I will state 
particularly Mr. William S. Peterson, who has succeeded me as 
general manager of the department of water and power from Octo- 
ber 1 of this year, and is thoroughly familiar with these problems, as 
is Mr. Gilmore Tillman, who is our chief counsel of the Los Angeles 
department of water and power. 

They could answer any questions and continue this discussion, if 
you desire to. 
~ Senator Kucuen. Thank you, sir, I certainly do not want to delay 
you. Your position as a citizen of California is that the Federal 
Government should have some responsibility in the solution of our 
water problems through the adoption of the State water plan? 

Mr. Morris. Yes. 

Senator Kucuer. That responsibility, in your judgment, however, 
should be in consonance with the recent presidentially appointed 
committee’s views ? 

Mr. Morris. I do not say that the Congress necessarily should 
adopt the recommendations of the P seal mt’s Resources Policy Com- 
mission, as a whole. It involves a lot of problems which are not 
involved in the one which I present to you. 

But the one which I present to you of assistance to the State project 
by grant and loan, I believe is so fair and reasonable in everybody’s 
mind that I believe special bills such as the Engle bill for the flood 
control at Oroville on the Feather River project would meet large 
acceptance. 

Senator Kucnen. And I will say that if the Engle bill comes to the 
Senate I shall vigorously support it to the limit of my ability. 

Is it not true, however, that the Engle bill is confined pretty much 
to the theory of Federal participation to the extent of flood control, 
period, whereas, down here, we would have a larger concept, if I 
understand the chisthines of some of our people, that there would be a 
grant to cover not merely flood control, but irrigation costs as well? 

Mr. Morris. There would be a loan without interest similar to what 
has been the practice in irrigation and reclamation ever since 1902, 
not that there should be a grant for irrigation, but interest-free 
alone, so that a separate bill should have to be introduced to bring out 
that feature and give adequate opportunity for testimony and 
analysis of it. 

Senator Kucue.. I am just afraid, Mr. Chairman, that I have 
enough questions here that I would possibly contribute to Mr. Morris’ 
failure to make that plane. I would be very glad to continue these 
questions with Mr. Morris’ successor. 

Senator Watkins. As I say, Mr. Morris, you opened up a number 
of subjects there that I would like to question you further on, but I 
know you have to make that plane so we will take it out on somebody 
else who comes up here later. 

Mr. Morris. I regret very much my obligations to leave and my 
discourtesy in leaving this way, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Warxrns. It is not a discourtesy. You do not need to 
apologize for that. 

I started to say that there is an area in which discussion ought to 
take place as to who is going to operate all these projects when they 
are constructed. 








164 SAN LUIS (CALIFORNIA) IRRIGATION DEVELOPMENT 


We have a conglomerate mess of them from north and south of you 
State, some of them Federal and some of them local, some under flood 
control and some under reclamation. 

Personally I would like to see order brought out of chaos in that 
connection, and some day follow the lines of a bill that I introduced 
a few years ago to provide for intrastate water and power associa- 
tions to take over management and let Uncle Sam get out of business 
of running power plants. 

Senator Kucue.. Mr. Chairman, I think across this whole country 
there is a need for a Federal policy with respect to the conservation 
of water. 

It was pointed up in the magazine article by General Sturgis a 
couple of weeks ago in the U. S. News & World Report, and we need 
to have legislation to include not merely the needs of reclamation 
States, but also the needs of nonreclamation States. 

I intend to develop today a little bit of the travail that our small 
projects legislation has had, to indicate what I think would be a fair 
statement on the tenor of Congress with respect to dealing with this 
problem. I think it is relevant to this issue. 

I think the people of my State need to know exactly what has 
transpired in Congress about it, but we are overdue in setting down 
Federal policy on water. 

Senator Warkins. I think I will dust off the old bill I introduced a 
number of years ago to take care of that kind of situation and revamp 
it so that we can discuss it, because it does go into this matter of the 
management and control of projects of this type after they have been 
constructed. 

Under the policy that prevailed in eary years after 1902, the local 
people took over the operation and management of projects, including 

ower. 
. Later on the tendency grew out for the Government to stay in the 
business. 

Down in the Tennessee Valley the Government is in the utility 
business and power, as well. 

Senator Kucuet. Mr. Chairman, I will just say that my State in 
the 1930’s was in bad shape financially. There was a time when the 
government of my State was hard put to register its warrants and 
get money to even pay salaries. 

Certainly, had it not been at that time for the assistance that the 
United States Government gave, we would have had a long period of 
hardship so far as this water situation is concerned in the Central 
Valley. 

We are in a little better shape now, and I am glad my State has 
undertaken at long last to shoulder the responsibility, but we can be 
thankful for what has been done there with the recommendation of the 
State, with the approval of Congress, and with the consent. of the 
Department of the Interior and the Corps of Engineers. 

We will receive, with your approval, more money this year in flood 
contro] benefits in California than ever before. Why? The floods 
of last fall pointed it up. We had full communities wiped out. 

Where else would the assistance come from, had it not come from 
the Congress of the United States? 

Anyway, I do not want to make a speech. We have a lot of 
witnesses. 
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Senator Warkrns. I would say that the State of California, I 
think, has received a great deal of help from the National Govern- 
ment, and properly so. I am not arguing against it. I know the 
junior Senator from California has had a hand, since he has been 
here, in furthering and advancing projects that have been, and will 
be, of great benefit to the State. 

Senator Kucnuent. You have overlooked my derelictions and assist- 
ed me. 

Mr. Liveweaver. Mr. George Sehlmeyer. 

Senator Kucurx:. Mr. Sehlmeyer, do you have any plane trouble ? 

Mr. Seuimeyer. No, sir. I travel on terra firma. 

Senator Kucnet. Would you be kind enough to wait for about 3 
minutes to allow another witness to testify ? 

Mr. Senumeyer. Yes, indeed. 


STATEMENT OF PATRICK D. McGEE, MEMBER OF THE CALIFORNIA 
STATE LEGISLATURE 


Mr. McGee. Mr. Chairman, Senator Kuchel, Congressman Sisk, 
my name is Patrick McGee, and I am a member of the California 
Legislature, serving part of the San Fernando County and the county 
of Los Angeles. 

I am a member.of the water committee of the assembly and have 
been for many years. 

I am a member of the joint water committee of the house and the 
senate, and I am chairman of the newly appointed subcommittee of 
the joint water committee of 5 senators and 5 assemblymen who have 
been charged last month to spend the next year in an effort to search 
out for good answers to the difficult problem we are faced with. 

It is difficult to come from California to the United States Senate 
and oppose a bill which would be very beneficial to our State and, 
Senator Kuchel, I want to congratulate you for taking the time to 
help us with this difficult problem. 

Senator Kucnen. Thank you very much. 

Mr. McGee. But I think Senators, that the opposition that we do 
express can be most graphically illustrated by a glance at a map that 
you have before you. 

First of all, I have some documents which I would like to give the 
committee, Senators, because they have expressed an interest in them. 

Some years ago our State engineer prepared the Feather River 
project report. It was approved by the legislature and you have that 
with you. 

Two years ago the State legislature appropriated a quarter of a 
million dollars to the joint water committee with the instructions 
that it hire independent outside engineers to make a survey of the 
State engineer’s Feather River project. 

The joint water committee assigned that task to the Bechtel Corp. 
and it rendered a report in January to the legislature, and I have 
brought for the Senate committee a copy of that report, which I 
would like to turn in. 

In addition to that report, the Metropolitan Water District of 
Southern California made a résumé of the Bechtel report, which I 
would also, Senators, if I may, turn in for your records, not to put 
in the record here, but for your own records. 
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Mr. Linewraver. You do not have any objection to us putting 
these in? 

Mr. McGee. No. 

Senator Warxins. They will be checked to see how much of it 
needs to be put in the printed record. At least the documents will 
be filed as exhibits. 

Mr. McGee. For many years, California has been working on our 
master water plan, our State water plan. 

Senator Warxins. How long would you say ? 

Mr. McGee. Oh, Senator, 10 years. 

The previous reports that have been made have been part of it. 

Anticipate that the final California water plan will be delivered 
to the legislature at its convening next year. The State water re- 
sources board, this year, in March, did prepare a preview of the Cali- 
fornia water plan. 

Senator Kuchel, I do not know whether you have seen it, or not, 
vet, but I have brought one of those for your committee. 

’ It sets forth generally the tremendous program for all of California. 

Senator Watkins. Do you agree with Mr. Morris, the preceding 
witness, that there is enough water in California to take care of all 
the needs ? 

Mr. McGer. I do. There are 71 million acre-feet of water intra- 
state within California, if we can only devise means of keeping it when 
it comes to us until the period arises that we need it, and then devise 
ways to transport it. 

Senator Warxrns. That is good news to the rest of the States out 
there. If you do have enough water in your State, we know now 
that you will not have to take water from the other States. 

Senator Kucuet. Do not use this as any basis. 

Senator Warxrns. I could not resist making the little observation. 

I recall, too, that the California Legislature, of course, is opposed 
to certain measure recently before the Congress. 

Mr. McGer. Yes, Senator. 

Senator Warkrns. I cannot understand why you would do that, 
knowing that you had enough water in your own State. 

Mr. McGer. I can explain that. The 71 million acre-feet I men- 
tioned includes the entitlement that California has by firm contract 
out of the Colorado River, 714 million acre-feet. 

It was the feeling of many of us in California that some of the 
proposed legislation might adversely affect our entitlement out of 
the Colorado, particularly in view of the fact that the United States 
has guaranteed water to Mexico. 

Senator Warkrns. You may get money out of that guaranty in- 
stead of water. 

Mr. MoGer. Senator, I would like to give to the committee the 
preview of the California water plan which has just been printed, also 
for your records. 

The Feather River project is only the first step in the California 
water plan. 

Senator Warxrins. Which one? 

Mr. McGrr. The Feather River project. 

Senator Warkins. What are the others? 
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Mr. McGerr. There are many, Senator. We have plans for the Eel 
River, for the Klamath River, for the Smith River, and the Russian 
River. 

We have many projects. We have the development of the American 
River the Sacramento Municipal District, and the State and Federal 
Government, and we have some very fine programs in the making, 
senator. 

We demonstrated our good faith last month that we intended to pro 
ceed with our State program by appropriating $9.5 million for the 
acquisition of the land under the San Luis Dam site, and under what 
will be the Oroville Dam. 

Senator Warktns. I congratulate you on that move. 

The thing that puzzles me is that with the need for water in Cali 
fornia as pronounced as it is, and has been, why you only started 10 
years ago on this statewide program. 

Mr. McGer. The answer is easy, Senator: We did not have the 
money. Weare now beginning to get the money so we can devote it to 
our serious problem. 

In other words, and, incidentally, the compromise of the city of Long 
Beach litigation gave to the State of California part of the tidel: inds 
money, $120 million. 

The city of Long Beach transferred to the State of California and 
the legislature in M: irch of this year earmarked that $120 million for 
natural resources deve lopment, so we have that in a kitty plus a great 
deal more going into the same kitty for these same programs. 

Senator Warkins. In other words, they are using the oi] money now 
to help get water ¢ 

Mr. McGer. Yes, sir. 

Senator Warkrns. You can thank Congress for helping you get 
that. 

Mr. McGrr. Yes, we do thank Congress, and we do thank Congress 
for the many, many millions you have sent us. 

You have in your records the report of the State engineer, the most 
recent one, which he made on the Federal Bureau of Reclamation pro 
gram for the San Luis Dam site. 

The last plate in that report, Senator, is plate No. 1, and it rather 
graphically illustrates the opposition that is here. 

The area in red, roughly, is that area which would be serviced by 
the State Feather River project. 

The area in blue in the dead center is the area which will be serviced 
by the Federal proposal for the development of the San Luis Dam 
site. 

The San Luis Dam site is the heart and the core of the Feather River 
project. 

Senator Warxins. You mean without it you cannot go ahead with 
the State plan ? 

Mr. McGee. We believe it is necessary to the complete development 
of the Feather River project. It is necessary as a basin to store water 
in flood seasons for utilization in the Central Vailey and in southern 
California. 

Under the State Feather River project, southern California is to 
receive 1,800,000 acre-feet of water. That must be stored somewhere 
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along the way to us and it is proposed to be stored in the San Luis 
dam site. 

Senator Warxrns. Is there plenty of room there to build almost any 
capacity needed ¢ 

Mr. McGer. About 2,100,000 acre-feet maximum capacity, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Senator Warkins. Total possibility ? 

Mr. McGee. That particular hole in the mountain, Senator; yes. 

There is, farther down to the south on the mainline, a second dam 
site called the Avenal Gap, which is also contemplated to be used, and 
I want to speak about it. 

But the gist of our opposition is this, that if, under a Federal pro- 
gram the San Luis Reservoir site is utilized and made a part of the 
Central Valley project, it will take the very heart of it, it will deprive 
the proposed State Feather River project of the income which the 
State would receive from the utilization of the dam site and thereby 
jeopardize the entire Feather River project. 

When the Bureau of Reclamation originally proposed its plan for 
the San Luis dam site, it did contemplate that it would be built in 
two stages, the first to hold 1 million acre-feet for the use in the 
Central Valley and then later developed for an additional 1 million 
acre-feet to go to southern California. But since this report was 
prepared by the Bureau, they have issued their 1955 report which, as 
I read it, illustrates a serious change of thinking on the part of the 
Bureau of Reclamation. 

This report, the 1955 annual report of the Central Valley project 
by the Bureau of Reclamation, on page 27 indicates that the two-step 
building of the San Luis Dam would be followed and that the second 
million acre-feet capacity would be utilized to fill up the Avenal Gap 
dam site and the water utilized again in the Central Valley. 

If that be so, then southern California can never look to the San 
Luis dam site as a reservoir to bring water down South. It is for that 
reason and others that we down South are opposed to the Federal 
proposal by the Bureau, not a particular bill such as Congressman 
Sisk’s. We are opposed to the Bureau of Reclamation helping Cali- 
fornia in a way which we contemplate will seriously hurt southern 
California when we have available ways to help California that will 
not hurt southern California. 

Why help us and hurt us if, by small changes, perhaps we can help 
all of us and hurt none of us. 

Senator Warxins. Well, these people indicate that delay after 
delay is going to hurt them and they need water now. 

Mr. McGee. Senator, these people, it seems to me, have not read the 
reports, they have not read the record. If you would turn to the same 
booklet on page 4, the first paragraph, the last sentence, I will read it 
for you. 

Senator Kucue.. This is the State engineer's report ? 

Mr. McGer. Yes, Senator, and the State engineer is here quoting 
from the Bureau of Reclamation’s own report: 


The Trinity River division is the most likely source of energy but it is not yet 
under construction. 


It is actually just about to start. 
Senator Watkins. We authorized it some time back. 
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Mr. McGee. Yes. 


This report is based upon the premise that Trinity will be constructed as the 
next addition to the Central Valley project, and in advance of the San Luis 
project. 

My point is this, Senator: 

The Trinity up there is to be used to generate the power to lift 
the water at San Luis under the Federal proposal and therefore, under 
their own reports, San Luis Dam. Congressman Sisk, would have to 
await the final completion of the T rinity Dam because it is the Trinity 
power they contemplate using at San Luis to lift the water. 

Senator Warxins. You think there will actually be a delay? It 
takes a long time. They are authorized to go and you have not even 
gotten an authorization yet so you will not know whether it can be done 
or not. 

Senator Kucuexi. Let me see whether I understand what you are 
saying. 

Are you saying that if the State government proceeded to build the 
dam at San Luis s exclusively, its power needs would be available prior 
io what there would be if the Federal Government constructed it? 

Mr. McGee. No, Senator, it is our hope that the power under the 
State plan will come from the dam at Oroville, which is the big cry- 
ng need at the moment for flood-control] purposes. 

Senator Kucuen, But power availability, then, is not an argu- 
ment ¢ 

Mr. McGee. No, it is not, Senator. 

Senator Kucuer. Let me ask you something. 

Do not the State people and the Federal people both agree on the 
size, the maximum size, of the dam at San Luis? 

Mr. McGer. Yes. 

Senator Kucnen. Suppose the State builds it by itself, no Federal 
money whatsoever, is it not true that the service area for ‘the State in 
the entire San Joaquin Valley would still have the same water needs 
that it would if you had any other kind of dam there ? 

Mr. McGer. Yes, Senator, the dam, of course, does not make the 
water needs at all. But, as you can see from the map prepared here, 
the service area contemplated by the Federal plan is considerable 
less than the service area contemplated by the State plan. 

Senator Kucner. Do you suggest that under the State plan more 
water would be utilized in the Central Valley ? 

Mr. McGezr. Yes. 

Senator Kucuet. To that extent less would be utilized in southern 
California ? 

Mr. McGer. Yes, Senter, but bear in mind this; that the water 
to be stored in the San Luis Dam will be pumped out of the delta 
during the high flood seasons. There will be then the availability 
of the canal all the w ay into southern California or into this area to 
bring addition waters even not at floodtime. 

Senator Kucnet. Is the burden of your argument that a State- 
opera dam at San Luis would give more water to the San Joaquin 

Valley in California than if the F ‘ederal Government built it? 

Mr. McGee. Yes. 

Senator Kucnen. Why is that? 
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Mr. McGerr. Because the State plan makes available, when the San 
Luis is put together with the Oroville Dam under the whole Feather 
River project, it makes available all the water that will later be 
trapped at Oroville when it is completed and released during dry 
seasons down through the Sacramento River, picked up at the same 
spot and again stored at San Luis. 

Senator Kucuex.. But is not a part of the State plan the very recom 
mendations which the State engineer makes? 

Mr. McGer. Yes, and to that extent I am personally with the State 
engineer. 

Senator Kucne. So that the sole question here is, query : 

Would Federal participation in the construction of a dam at San 
Luis interfere with or stultify the State Feather River project ? 

Mr. McGer. I believe it would, Senator. 

Senator Kucnex. Tell me again why and first let me say this: 

Here we have the State engineer talking. The State engineer is 
responsible for the California water plan. He recommends that the 
Federal Government construct, physically construct, the dam under 
appropriate legislation and that the State of California under that 
very legislation be authorized to operate it as part of the State water 
plan. 

Mr. McGee. And maintain it. 

Senator Kucner. That is right, and pay back on an interest-free 
basis ? 

Mr. McGee. Yes. 

Senator Kucne:. What is wrong with that recommendation ? 

Mr. McGerr. Nothing, excepting it does not go quite far enough, 
Senator. There is very little difference of opinion between the position 
I take and that of the State engineer. It is one word, “construct.” 

Senator Kucuen. Where is the danger to the State’s Feather River 
plan in that word “construct” ¢ 

Mr. McGee. Federal construction ? 

Senator Kucuex. Yes. 

Mr. McGerr. Let me see if I can demonstrate my point this way, 
Senator. 

As I understand it, the bill, the Federal bill for the San Luis— 

Senator Kucuer. Assume no Federal bill. With due apologies to 
my brother, Congressman Sisk, disregard any legislation before us. 

Mr. McGee. All right. 

As I see it, Senator, we must face the fact that: 

(a) The State legislature has appropriated the money to purchase 
the lands. 

Senator Kucuen. All right. 

Mr. McGer. Assuming we go ahead with that, and assuming what 
we all want, some Federal assistance in some form, there will be Fed- 
eral legislation. Now, that Federal legislation, even to meet the rec- 
ommendations of the State engineer, has to make some changes in what 
has been historically Federal participation in reclamation projects. 

Senator Kucnev. Not entirely so. 

In his report, the State engineer indicates that a similar situation 
has existed in the State of Texas. 

Mr. McGee. Yes. 

Senator Kucne.. So that again our problem is not so much with 
what type of legislation has been adopted either in the Texas case or 
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elsewhere, but, on the basis of the principle, one of composing ut 
differences. That is why I press the point. 

Where is the word “construct” a hazard to the State’s plan of 
procedure ¢ 

Mr. McGer. Senator, first of all, 1 do believe we can compose our 
differences and I do believe we must for the good of California. 

Senator Kucue.. You are right and I congratulate you for say 
ing it. 

Mr. McGee. We have to and we can do it. 

My personal thinking on it, Senator, is this: 

Inasmuch as we have to write a bill to help get the Federal Govern 
ment and the State government together on this as the first major 
instance in the history of America where a State is going into a major 
water and power development on its own, where the State government 
as such 

Senator Warxkins. You mean in California ¢ 

Mr. McGee. In California is the first major State water plan to 
my knowledge. There are some little State projects in Montana but 
I know of no other, Senator, and I may be mistaken in that, but for 
the first time in my knowledge a State has decided that it has a great 
obligation to its citizens and has gone into a great project. That is 
undoubtedly going to call for legislation both at the Stwte level and 
the Federal level. 

In doing that, it is my personal recommendation that we go all 
the way to the position as recommended in the Cabinet report and 
we devise ways and means wherein the Federal Government can as- 
sist the States, primarily California here, in a program comparable 
to. what they have now wherein there will be repayment of the re 
imbursable costs and that feature of it will be treated exactly as if 
the Federal Government had constructed these facilities but permit 
the States to construct them. 

Senator Kucuex. Then what is the difference, philosophically, be 
tween the Federal Government giving the State a blank check on 
the one hand and the Federal Government constructing the dam on 
the other? Where is the impediment to the State Feather River 
project ? 

Mr. McGee. The first impediment is this, Senator: I know of no 
other project such as that that has been indulged in by the Govern 
ment. 

Senator Kucuet. I cite the Texas case again. 

Mr. McGer. Senator, may I point out that there is a distinction 
here, if I can remember it. 

The bureau here has a contract with them for the operation of this 
dam at Austin, Tex. 

Senator Kucner. State operated ? 

Mr. McGer. Yes, sir. 

Senator Warxtins. That is not entirely new. The Federal Govern 
ment permitted in the early days of reclamation that the water users 
do it. 

Mr. McGer. Oh, yes, but here we are going into it a little differ- 
ently, Senator, with the Federal Government immediately upon com 
pletion of this particular proposal, as recommended by the State 
engineer, to just walk out and let the State operate it. ? 
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Senator Warxins. What I was referring to was the legislation I 
offered a number of years ago which was to permit all projects wholly 
within the State to form their statewide associations and take over 
the management and control and oper rations and sign a contract with 
the United States to repay the entire cost that had to be repaid. 

Mr. MoGrer. Yes. 

Senator Watkins. And let the United States out of the picture of 
operating and maintaining the water plants and powerplants. 

Mr. McGee. It is our position today that that is wonderful. 

Senator Warkrns. It would takea ‘long time to get around to it. 

Mr. McGee. Inasmuch as the engineering plans and the specifica- 
tions of both the Federal project and the State are, with minor dif- 
ferences, almost identical, then why not let the State itself do the con- 
struction? In other words, from the very inception. 

Senator Warkins. Do you think you can do a better job ? 

Mr. McGee. I think so, Senator. I think in a way we can do a 
cheaper job. 

Even as the State engineer here recommends that the State is not 
limited by certain F ederal statutes in construction. The State engi- 
neer here on one page indicates there is a good possibility that the 
State could construct it at a lesser cost than the Federal Government. 

Senator Warkrins. We have had a little experience here in the field 
of a iting projects that have been built by non-Federal setups 
and we have had fase bills now coming here and there is a general 
tendency to allow these projects to be built up to Federal standards 
rather than to have them as the farmers or the citizens themselves 
have built them over the years. 

I think that is a compliment to the Bureau of Reclamation’s ability 
to build projects that will last. We have numerous projects all over 
the country that they want to rehabilitate and rebuild, and they want 
the Federal Government to do the job. 

Senator Kucner. Just one question because this ought to be 
pursued. 

What specific objection do you make to the State engineer’s sug- 
gestions ? 

Mr McGee. One specific objection is to the construction. That is 
the area where I personally would prefer to see the State of California 
construct this as part of the overall State water plan and as the heart 
and integral part of the Feather River project. 

Senator Kucner. Assuming that the Congress refused to approve 
such an interest-free loan, what would your position be? 

Mr. McGer. Senator, as a legislator and an elected representative 
of the State of California, I would then take the position of backing 
the St ite engineer 100 percent. 

Senator Kucuen. That is all the questions I have. 

Mr. McGee. Thank you, Senator. 

Senator Warkins. What is your occupation ? 

Mr. McGer. Taman attorney. Iam not an engineer. 

Senator Warxrns. I thought you were an engineer, the way you 
were discussing it. 

Mr. McGee. I wish I were. 

Senator Kucner. That is a nice encomium from the chairman, 
because he is a little circumspect. 
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Mr. McGer. I appreciate that. 

Senator Watkins. What is your origination / 

Mr. McGer. San Fernando Valley. I am a Canadian by birth, 
an emigrant to California. 

Mr. Lineweaver. Mr. McGee, yesterday you said you would see 
that we got some copies. 

Mr. McGee. I will do my best to get from the joint water com- 
mittee files, copies of the Bechtel report. 

Senator, would you like one for each member of your committee? 

Senator Watkins. If you have plenty of them, and I assume you 
do, leave enough here so that when people call for them, Members of 
the Congress, we will have them available. 

Mr. Linewraver. If you will just send them. Then I would like 
to have this. 

Mr. McGer. Preview of the California water plan? 

Mr. Linewraver. Yes. 

Mr. McGer. Mr. Banks has many of those and we will be glad to 
furnish them. 

Senator Warktins. Thank you. 

Mr. McGee. Thank you, gentlemen. 

Senator Warxrns. The next witness, Senator Kuchel. 

Senator Kucuen. Our next witness is Mr. George Sehlmeyer, head 
of the California Grange. 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE SEHLMEYER ON BEHALF OF THE 
CALIFORNIA STATE GRANGE 


Mr. Sesumeyer. Mr. Chairman and Senators and Congressmen, my 
name is George Sehlmeyer and I represent the California State 
Grange, a statewide farm organization in California, and I am also 
president of the California Water and Power Users Association, 
which takes in both rural and urban groupe. 

Senator Warxins. Where do you live? 

Mr. Seu_tMeyer. Sacramento. I am a native of that county, sir. 
In order to some extent qualify myself as a witness, it was my privi- 
lege to come to Washington, D. C., in 1934, along with some officials 
of California to request the first appropriation for the Central Valley 
project. 

Then, starting out with the Works Progress Administration pro- 
vram in 1934, you recall Congress passed the act, President Roosevelt 
turned the construction of the Central Valley over to the Bureau of 
Reclamation and they have proceded. 

If it is necessary, Mr. Chairman, I will come to the defense of the 
Bureau of Reclamation. 

Senator Kucuen. I do not think it is necessary. 

Mr. Srni~mryer. Now, we have this problem and I will try to be 
very brief because I know you have a long hearing. 

You have two projects going on now, or contemplated, in the Cen- 
tral Valley that have entirely different modes of operation. All the 
projects now built in Central Valley were built by the Federal 
Government. 

You have the Isabella Dam on the Kern River, the Pine Flat on 
the Kings, Friant on the San Joaquin, Folsom on the American, and 
Shasta on the Sacramento. 














174 SAN LUIS (CALIFORNIA) IRRIGATION DEVELOPMENT 


Every one of these projects have two things in them that are not 
in the State plan and one is the acreage limitation. 

Senator Warkins. Do you favor that? 

Mr. SEHLMEYER. Yes, sir. 

The other is the preference clauses and the power development. We 
do not think at this time that these are in operation in the Feather 
River project. 

When the devastating floods came on the Feather River, of course 
the sentiment grew all over California that we have to do something 
to stop those floods. 

I might say parenthetically, Mr. Chairman, aside from the question 
of the development of water, I live within 50 miles of those 2 rivers, 
the Feather and the Yuba. I am fearful the Congress will continue, 
and should to a certain extent, to make more and more money avail- 
able on those rivers to raise the levees. 

I wish you would come out to California and take a look at those 
rivers and leave the engineers at home. We will furnish the trans- 
portation. 

Senator Watkins. I have seen some of them in the past prior to 
your recent floods. 

Mr. Senv_meyer. The Yuba River is one stream which has a project 
on it and the river has been filled up by mining engineering until the 
bottom of the river is higher than the streets of Marysville. When 
the Feather River broke the first time in this flood at Nicholas, it 
should have lowered the river. But the channel was so choked with 
brush that it did not clear until it came to Shanghai Bend. It was 
a wall of water 14 feet high, 1,500 feet wide, and the levees collapsed. 

Now, getting back to the San Luis project, the people who live in 
that area and are desperately in need of water have tried to delay 
until California finally gets around to the Feather River. 

About 5 years ago, or 6 years ago, in the city of Los Banos, right 
on the floor of the San Joaquin Valley, we had a water hearing. The 
last witness I called made the statement that the year before, in the 
fall irrigation of his walnut orchard, all the leaves on the trees turned 
brown around the edges. 

The general thought was that the minerals in the water, one of 
which is called boron, a salt mineral that is very destructive to the 
land, had caused it. 

Senator Warkrins. Where does that come from, backing up from 
the ocean ¢ 

Mr. SeHu_meyer. No, it is too deep down. The supposition is that 
they have gone down too far into the minerals. 

Now, if the Feather River is constructed by the State, we will have 
two kinds of water in California, the Bureau of Reclamation deliver- 
ing water in San Joaquin at $3 a foot, and the Feather River project. 
which cannot do it at that price with those bonds. 

In all these projects, excepting the Pine Flat and Isabella, which 
did not have enough runoff for a power plant, they are able to provide 
water cheaper. 

The reason the Bureau of Reclamation can give water at $3 for an 
acre-foot is because of power. 

Senator Warkrins. They have the power revenues ? 
Mr. Senuimeyer. That is the main revenue. 
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Inthe Feather River the project itself will not develop power enough 
to supply the project. They will have to buy outside power if they go 
choca with pumping water 5,000 feet over the Tehachapi range. 

Senator Warkrins. How many feet ! 

Mr. Sen_umMeyer. Thirty-five hundred feet. 

Senator Warkins. Do they have to lift it that high / 

Mr. SenumMeyrer. | might say in passing that we have followed the 
Feather River since Hyatt, the State engineer, started on it, and then 
Edmonston. 

We are not sure where it is now. It has been changed so much. 

Senator Kucne. I think the State engineer said yesterday the en- 
gineering decision on how best to transport water into our southern 
wea remained yet for determination, either over the mountains, 
through the mountains, or around the coast. 

Mr. SeuumMeyer. That isa very important question, Senator. 

Senator Kucnen. Of course it is. 

Your testimony is that mm your judgment, Mr. Sehlmeyer, the Fed- 
eral Government should proceed in accordance w ith the State en- 
gineer’s recommendation on the cooperative or integrated dam ‘ 

Mr. Seuumeyer. Our proposal is that in the Central Valley project 
it be a coordinated, integrated project, developed and administered 
by the Bureau of Reclamation. 

How are we going to explain, Senator, to part of our farmers, that 
they have to pay somewhere around $7 per acre-foot of water and 
at one time Mr. Edmonston had it around $9 or $10 and right along 
side him a man gets it for $3.50 4 

Senator Kucuer. We have, however, this additional problem of 
br Inging northern water into southern California, in which the eng! 
neers for the State apparently rely on the San Luis site as a storage 
necessity. 

If the engineers are correct in that, and so far no one has disputed 
that, then do we not have a problem of not merely talking about en 
larging the Central Valley project service area, but also the utiliza 
tion, if it can be done, of that same dam site as storage for a Feather 
River project in being, or in contemplation / 

Do we not have those two s raenee ¢ 

Mr. SenutmMeyer. Well, Senator, if both of them use that San Luis 
site and Trinity water comes in it is Federal reclamation water. That 
water has an acreage limitation on it. 

If part of the Feather River comes in there, it has no acreage limita- 
tion. How are you going to divide it ? 

Senator Kucnev. Is that an insurmountable problem, or can it be 
solved ¢ 

Mr. Senu_meyer. I do not know how you can do it unless you put 
a gage on the water coming to southern California showing how much 
you took out. 

Senator Warkins. I think that is an onganeering problem that has 
been solved a good many times. They can measure water in and out 
ind you do not have to have identically thes same water. 

Mr. Senmmeyer. The only thing they have to be careful of is not 
to get some of the Feather River water out in the valley. 

Senator Warkins. Just so it is water. They could take the water 
and the quantities that had to be delivered under the Federal setup 
would be delivered. 
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The rest of the water would belong to the other oragnization. 

Mr. Seutmeyer. We think, Mr. Chairman, that the all-important 
thing right now is to have the Federal Government construct the 
project and San Luis to the extent that we can save that land. _ 

I might say in passing, and I have had some comments on it from 
some of my friends, that that area of California is a large operation. 
We have them in our membership and have not solicited them, but we 
believe that, we agree with Mr. O'Neill, that if the water does come 
in there will be a breakup of those large holdings. 

Just on the other side of the river they are all small farms in Fresno 
County. 

Senator Warkins. Were they large farms before the Federal water 
came in / 

Mr. Seutmeyer. The Federal water did not reach them, Senator. 

Senator Kucuer. So I understand, Mr. Sehlmeyer, that you do 
approve the recommendations of the State engineer ‘ 

Mr. Senumeyer. I have not studied these recent ones carefull) 
enough to make a comment. 

Senator Kucnext. Do you approve the theory of a so-called inte- 
grated dam usable both by the Federal Government in the Central 
Valley service area, and for appropriate storage for the State plan? 

Mr. Sentmeyer. | hesitate to comment on that, Senator, unless I 
am a little sure of my ground. 

The thing right now is that if you wait, there is going to be a long 
wait. 

The other day it was estimated it would be 20 years before the 
Feather River would get water to Sacramento. 

Mr. Chairman, even if Congress proceeds with reasonable haste to 
make this appropriation, and the San Luis project construction is 
started, it will be just a very narrow margin of time if we have meas 
ured correctly that the water will be available to those farms. 

Therefore, we think that the Congress should, without delay, start 
construction. 

On the question that Senator Kuchel raises of future integration, 
that is a matter that can be taken up at the time. 

California has never so far built any major projects and I say 
with some hesitancy that the way our State has acted out there has 
not been altogether satisfactory. 

For 5 years, this hardly seems possible, the State legislature set 
aside $10 million as a downpayment to buy the land for the project. 

The Federal Government practically held up all new projects. 

Then finally they came to the Feather River. We believe, Mr. 
Chairman, that the Feather River, in order to get away from the 
difficulties that will arise with the question of power and water, 
should be constructed by the Federal Government, and there are 
plenty of other plans to take water to southern California. 

There is a plan now being advocated to take water from the Feather 
River down the east side. 

Senator Kucuex.. Here is my problem—— 

Mr. Senumerer. I know you have a problem. 

Senator Kucuet. I have a whole barrel of them. 

How does one back here in the United States Senate from Calli- 
fornia go about serving, or let us just say trying to serve, all the 


people ? 


nae ne 


ees 


Si 








(> 





: 
| 








SAN LUIS (CALIFORNIA) IRRIGATION DEVELOPMENT 177 

Mr. Sentmeyer. That is your problem. 

Senator Kucuex. That is a good question. 

Number one, you do have appropriate State agencies who can make 
recommendations for flood control and irrigation projects—Trinity 
is an example—and again the State has seemamanied a water plan. 

I think your point is well taken, it has not at this moment been 
completed. You and I hope this will be completed with dispatch, 
but they all say that this one site constitutes the only available real 
estate that would permit northern surplus to be brought into the semi- 
arid southern area. 

If that is true—and we have some place along the line to give con- 
sideration to what the State says—if that is true, then I think as best 
we can we should take the specific recommendations of the State 
plan as respects this integration versus segregation dispute and try 
to pinpoint the objections that there are to it, if any, and pinpoint 
them in an endeavor to see whether we can compose them. 

So that you recommend the immediate construction by the Fed- 
eral Government of this dam and to increase the service area of the 
Central Valley project, but you do not want to make any comment 
now on the use of the dam site by the State ? 

Mr. Sentmeyer. Well, Senator, I said a little while ago, the engi- 
neer, Mr. Banks, may stay in one place, but his predecessor had a habit 
of moving around.. So we were never quite sure of where he went. 

Senator Warxins. What do you mean, he moved physically, or 
his ideas ? 

Mr. Seutmeyer. I do not think he moved too fast physically, 
Senator. 

We went over and kept in touch with his work, and 1 want to say 
that he was honest in what he was doing; I am not criticizing, but we 
never could get a definite idea of just what the project would do. We 
had the water at $10 an acre-foot, Senator, which is prohibitive. 

Senator Warxins. I heard some farmers yesterday saying they 
would pay $20. 

Mr. Sen_tmeyer. I know you have instances, but they do not raise 
cotton and they do not raise sugar beets and vegetables and some of 
those things. They are all going out of business down there to make 
room for more population, so their water problem is on the other side. 

Senator Warkins. What do you mean “it is on the other side” ? 

Mr. Seutmeyer. Well, it is now turned over to domestic use. There 
are areas down in your section, Senator, Antelope Valley, where it is 
all desert, and they have no water supply that they can draw on. 
They have one little creek called Rock Creek. 

They held a water meeting and invited me to come down, and I 
asked the farmers what they could pay, and they said $8 an acre-foot, 
“We want Feather water.” 

_I said that it would cost $35 or $40, and they said, “We can’t pay 
that.” F 

Those problems are there and those farmers in Antelope Valley 
raise some of the finest alfalfa in the world, but their water is going 
down step by step, and they have not run into any minerals yet; their 
water has still held up. 

Typical of that part of California, they have a great boom up there 
and property values and population have gone up. 
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Senator Kucue.. Subdivisions / 

Mr. Seu_meyer. Subdivision. Senator, one man in our power and 
water users association, in the meeting on April 14, made this sug- 
gestion: That, instead of taking too much water to southern Call- 
fornia, he said, “We suggest that you invite the population to come to 
northern California and have the water and the population both.” 

Senator Kucnex. Of course, they are coming up there, too. 

Mr. Seuumeyer. Yes. Mr. Chairman, I would like to make one 
comment. 

When the 1944 Flood Control Act was passed in Congress, I hap- 
pened to be here and Senator Overton was handling the bill and Sen- 
ator Hill, of Alabama, asked him if the preference clauses and the 
acreage limitation would apply to the bill and Senator Overton replied 
that they would. That was acknowledgement on the part of Con- 
gress that all projects that are built by Federal funds under that act 
would have those provisions. 

Senator Warxrns. As I understand you, at least it is implied in 
your testimony if I understand it correctly, one of the reasons why 
the State is moving in is to get rid of the land limitation ¢ 

Mr. Senumeyer. I think that was an important factor and I think 
the other factor is power. 

Of course, the Feather River project, as I said a while ago, Senator, 
does not generate enough power. 

Senator Warxrns. They could borrow some revenues from the 
Central Valley. 

[I understand they have a big accumulation. 

Mr. SexHuimeyer. I think you folks in Congress have your eye on 
that, do you not? 

Senator Warxtns. All we expect is that it is paid back. If it is 
paid back we do not care. 

The people out there pay for it. They buy the water and the power. 

Mr. SEHLMEYER. Yes. 

Senator Warkins. We do not want anything more. 

The United States, as I understand the general policy, does not want 
to make a profit. We merely want the Government to be made whole. 

Mr. Senumerer. The people, of course, out there, the project rather, 
is paying off on schedule. 

Senator Warkrns. Maybe the schedule ought to be stepped up. 

Mr. Sen_tmeyer. That may be. I think if you review the project, 
and I am not familiar with all those in the United States, but I think 
you will find if it is reviewed that it is one of the most lucrative proj- 
ects the Federal Government has had because of the increased pro- 
duction in the area where the water that went from the Shasta and 
Friant projects down the Delta-Mendota Canal and Friant-Kern 
Canal has brought enough income to that area to greatly increase the 
taxes paid to the Federal Government. 

Senator Warkrns. I will agree with you 100 percent. That is one 
argument I have been making for a long time. 

Mr. Srnimeyer. We feel and are still hoping that the Federal 
Government will take over the Feather River. 

Senator Warxrns. You say you want the Federal Government to 
take over the Feather River as well ? 

Mr. Senumeyer. Yes, sir. 
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Senator Warxrns. Why should we if the State can do it? The 
theory and philosophy of the reclamation program is that the Fed- 
eral Goveernment steps in only when the States cannot do it themselves. 
That was the general principle and that was written in the report 
in the 1902 act. 

Mr. Seuu~meyer. I think our good friends across the table here will 
agree that the Bureau had out a comprehensive plan in which the 
Feather River was included. 

When the State came in, the reclamation board at Sacramento 
came in, I said, “Do not walk out until you make your plan known.” 
If the State had not taken up the thought of constructing the Feather 
River, that would now be well under construction, Senator. 

Senator Warkrns. I know, but if the State can do it, I think most 
of the Members of the Congress would insist that the State do it. We 
are only supposed to take those that the people themselves cannot 
build. 

Mr. Senutmeyer. The Senator was here yesterday and made a num 
of statements that the Feather project was too big for California. 

Senator WarTkins. Senator who? 

Mr. SEHLMEYER. Senator Regan. 

Senator WarTkins. State senator / 

Mr. SEHLMEYER. State senator. 

Senator Kucuen. I think Senator Watkins’ point is well taken and 
we have to take that into consideration. 

Mr. SenuMeyer. Oh, yes. 

Senator Kucuer. I would venture the guess that if the State had 
not indicated its interest in Oroville, we would have had long before 
last year’s flood a Federal dam at Oroville. 

Mr. Srutmeyer. Right. 

Senator Kucnev. But the Army engineers cannot be abused or ac 
cused because they did not go on when our State indicated an interest 
in it. 

Mr. SrnumMeyer. You are right, but there is where I say the State 
of California made an error that has cost lives and property running 
into millions and millions of dollars with that flood. It is there. We 
are concerned, Mr. Chairman. We have troubles enough trying to 
explain to our farmers about the acreage limitation that the United 
States Department of Agriculture sets up, without getting into fur 
ther complications of telling one farmer on one side of the road that 
you are paying $3.50 and this other one $7.50. 

Senator Warkins. We have that all through the West. The fel 
lows that got there early have the lower rate and the people who came 
in later have it at a higher cost. 

Tama fruit farmer on a small scale and I have four different prices 
for water. The original one that came buys his water very cheap as 
compared to the rest of them. We all understand it. The other fellows 
got there ahead of us and under the doctrine of appropriation out in 
the West, it is “First in time, first in right.” 

Mr. Srenitmeyer. Of course, Senator, we have water prices in Cen 
tral Valley so low that not even the Federal Government could reach 
them, where districts would put up their projects. One district in 
California sells water to their farmers for $1 an acre per year. It is a 
very fertile area and they operate on that basis. 
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Senator Warkins. You mean they have to buy power commercially. 

Mr. Sentmeyer. No, they put up their own powerplant. 

Senator Warxtns. They were there early and got the best location. 

Mr. SeHumeyer. We understand that the cost of construction now is 
much higher than it was in 1933. 

Senator Warktins. Double at least. 

Mr. Senv-meyer. Still, we cannot justify that wide differential be- 
tween the two classes. In other words, Senator, this discussion gets 
into interest free money; I fully agree with you that the money that 
comes to the project is interest free. 

Senator Warkrns. I do not think it is interest free. I think the 
Federal Government collects ten times as much in Federal taxes from 
the small investment it makes. If it does not get its interest back in 
that way, I do not know how in the world it ever would. 

Take the Salt River Valley situation, for example. It has returned 
over half a billion dollars in income taxes from a total investment of 
some $24 million. It has all been paid back. 

Mr. Senimeyer. The projects that are out there now, Shasta and 
Friant, if the Government had not built them, the farmers now paying 
$3.50 would be paying $5.50 and if the projects were not there, they 
would pay $10.50. 

Senator Watkins. Of course, they should develop all the resources 
together because the power in those areas is useless 1f you do not have 
water. 

Mr. SeHimeyeER. Senator, thank you very much. 

Senator Watkins. We appreciate your contribution. 

Next witness ? 

Mr. Lineweaver. Mr. Harvey Banks. 

Mr. Chairman, I asked Mr. Banks to come back for one question 
to assist the committee, and that is with regard to a comprehensive ob- 
jective analysis of the Bechtel report. 

Can you furnish us that? 


STATEMENT OF HARVEY BANKS, STATE ENGINEER, CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Banxs. Put it another way: Are you asking for our analysis? 

Mr. Lineweaver. An objective analysis without any comments of 
the State. 

Mr. Banks. I think I can furnish that. 

Mr. Lineweaver. Then, if you want to comment on what the com- 
mittee wanted, as Senator Anderson indicated yesterday afternoon— 
what he wanted was an objective analysis of the Bechtel report and 
then we would like to have, in addition to that, any comments that 
the State engineer may desire to make on the Bechtel report for or 
against, but first we would like to have an objective analysis of that 
report from your standpoint. 

Senator Watkins. You mean from him personally ? 

Mr. Lineweaver. From the State engineer. 

Mr. Banks. We will be happy to do so. 

Mr. Lineweaver. If we could get it within a reasonable time so that 
it could be printed as part of the hearings. 

Mr. Banks. Would within 10 days be sufficient ? 

Mr. LinEweEaver. Yes. 

Mr. Banks. We would be very happy to do that. 
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Mr. Lineweaver. Then, if you want to make comments in addition 
to those in the report, you could do that as a supplement to your analy- 


sis. 

Mr. Bangs. Well, I may say at this time that in the light of the 
events subsequent to the submission of the Bechtel report, we now 
differ somewhat from the conclusions in that report, particularly with 
respect to the timing of the construction of Oroville Reservoir. 

(Mr. Banks later submitted the following :) 


STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WorKS, 
Sacramento, June 5, 1956. 
Hon. JAMES E. MurrRay, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 
(Attention: Goodrich W. Lineweaver. ) 


DEAR SENATOR MurRAY: At the hearings on May 12, 1956, before your commit- 
tee on the proposed San Luis Unit, Central Valley project, California (S. 178, 
84th Cong., Ist sess.), we were requested to prepare and furnish an objective 
analysis on “Report on the Engineering, Economic, and Financial Aspects of 
the Feather River Project to the Joint Committee on Water Problems, California 
State Legislature” by the Bechtel Corporation of San Francisco. We are pleased 
to transmit herewith the requested analysis. Essentially this comprises a sum- 
mary of the conclusions of the Bechtel Corporation, pointing out in each instance 
wherein such conclusions agree or disagree with the findings made by the State 
engineer in his report which was reviewed by Bechtel. 

In general, it may.be stated that the Bechtel report concurred with the State 
engineer’s report on the Feather River project in all major aspects. Bechtel 
considered the project to be engineeringly and financially feasible and within 
the ability of the State of California to finance. The principal differences of 
opinion between Bechtel and the State engineer are: 

1.Bechtel considered that the State engineer’s proposed section for San Luis 
Dam is inadequate. 

2. Bechtel proposed the use of single casing pumps instead of 2 and 3 pumps 
connected in series on the high lifts, as proposed by the State engineer. 

3. Bechtel suggested some modification in project operations. 

4. Bechtel concluded that there would be no advantage in utilizing the existing 
capacity of the Delta-Mendota Canal. 

5. Bechtel’s estimates of the cost for elements of the project range from 3.5 
to 8.4 percent higher than the State engineer’s estimates. 

6. Bechtel considered the proposed design of Afterbay No. 2 Dam to be unsat- 
isfactory. 

7. Bechtel concluded that Antelope Valley could not afford the proposed prices 
for water to be delivered to that area for irrigation. 

8. Bechtel used different absorption periods for the water supplies to be deliv- 
ered to the several service areas of the project. 

9. Bechtel recommended that in financial studies an interest rate of 2.7 percent 
be used rather than the 2.5 percent used in the State engineer’s report. 

Our comments on these differences and on several other statements in the 
Bechtel report are attached hereto. 

We hope that this information is sufficient for your needs. If we can be of 
any further assistance, please do not hesitate to call upon us. 

Very truly yours, 
HARVEY O. BANKS, 
State Engineer. 


COMMENTS BY THE DIVISION OF WATER RESOURCES ON CONCLUSIONS BY BECHTEL 
Corp. IN THEIR Report ON THE FEATHER RIVER PROJECT 


COMMENTS ON CONCLUSIONS ON WATER STUDIES 


The water supply benefit creditable to Oroville Reservoir for firming 730,000 
acre-feet of water for the local service area is stated in the Bechtel report as 
55,000 acre-feet annually. This is correct mathematically but fails to show that 
in the 30-year study period, the supply would provide a firming effect of 47 
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percent of the total supply in 1924 and 34 percent in 1931, whereas 55,000 acre- 
feet annually is only 7.5 percent on the average. A deficiency of 7.5 percent 
would be bearable by users in any year whereas the above maximum deficiencies 
would quite possibly put the users out of business. 

In the Bechtel report it is stated that among the major factors making the 
State’s water supplies conservative was that no credit was taken for additional 
water available from the Trinity diversion project, when and if it is completed. 
At the time the State studies were made, the Trinity diversion was not author- 
ized for construction by the Federal Government. With completion of the 
Trinity diversion and importation to the Sacramento Valley, the water yield 
in the delta for exportation by the Feather River project will be increased by 
one-eighth, a very considerable amount. 

We agree with the Bechtel report that a contribution from the Federal Govern 
ment for Oroville Dam in the interest of flood control, should be obtained if 
possible. 

The Bechtel report states that there would be sufficient water in the Sacra- 
mento-San Joaquin Delta to supply project demands up to 2,900,000 acre-feet 
without constructing Oroville Reservoir. We agree with this but consider that 
the flood control for the Feather River is imperative and therefore Oroville 
Reservoir should be constructed immediately. This was tragically demonstrated 
by the disastrous flood of December 1955, which could have been averted had 
Oroville Reservoir then been in operation. That flood on the Feather River 
with a crest of 218,000 cubic feet per second on December 23, 1955, could have 
been controlled to a release of 100,000 second-feet below Oroville Reservoir with 
utilization of only about 70 percent of the reservoir space reserved for flood 
control. With this reduction in flow, levee breaks causing deaths and property 
destruction would have been averted. 





COMMENTS ON CONCLUSIONS ON ENGINEERING FEASIBILITY AND COST ESTIMATES 
The State agrees that final determination of the type and section of Oroville 
Dam must be deferred pending completion of final design studies. Further, 
these final design studies will be conducted with the advice of the most able and 
reputed consultants available. This work has already been started. 

In the Bechtel report (on the basis of an independent analysis) it is concluded 
that the dam embankment section for San Luis Dam is inadequate. This con- 
clusion was based on the assumption that the materials that would be placed 
in the dam would have a lesser strength than was assumed by the State. This 
finding is subject to question as adequate physical test of the available materials 
has not yet been mad». If the State builds San Luis Dam, such tests will be 
made and from the results of that information, the proper design section will be 
selected with the advice of qualified expert consultants. The customary allow- 
ance in general use, was utilized for the effect of seismic forces in our prelim- 
inary design. Any increase in such an allowance as recommended by Bechtel 
would of course provide an increased safety factor. 

The Bechtel report states that with respect to the proposed pumping plants 
Nos. V and VI, consideration should be given to a design using a single casing 
pump as opposed to the 2 and 3 pumps connected in series as proposed by the 
State. Further study on the design of these pumps is mandatory; however, it 
was found in the preliminary design that the motor required for a single pump 
at the desired speed was not obtainable and main plan engineers of General 
Electric were skeptical of the possibility of manufacturing the sizes required. 
As a most economical layout the State arrived at a motor size of 75,000 horse- 
power for the largest pump of the three in series at plant VI, running at 514 
r. p.m. The feasibility of such a motor is dependent on the runaway speed in 
reverse rotation and the 75,000 horsepower size is the limit, according to General 
Electric engineers. 

A possible modification suggested in the Bechtel report with respect to project 
operation whereby a saving of about $2,146,000 annually in power costs through 
reduction in on-peak pumping requirements at pumping plant No. 1 by deferring 
pumping during months of maximum available water supply, to a certain extent, 
seems very worth while. We are aware of the possible benefit of this modifica- 
tion, but have not had the opportunity to make the many operational studies 
that should be made. To offset this pumping stoppage, releases must be made 
from Oroville Reservoir in subsequent months with the effect of a reduction in 
the dependable capacity of the Oroville Power Plant, with a loss in revenue but 
smaller in amount than the gain obtained by decreasing pumping costs. 
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The Bechtel report states that their studies show that it would be to no ad- 
vantage to utilize the excess capacity of the Delta-Mendota Canal with the conse- 
quent reduction of canal size from the Delta to San Luis Reservoir from 11,000 
second-feet to 7,000 second-feet. Our studies indicate that there would be a 
decided financial advantage. However, as stated by Bechtel, operational flexi- 
bility and capacity benefits related to future expansion might justify construction 
to the 11,000 second-foot capacity for that reach of canal. 

The Bechtel report concludes that if the cost of water is the deciding factor, 
the high-line route to Quail Lake and the Castaic Power development warrants 
adoption. This fact seems self-evident; however, other considerations may be 
the deciding factor rather than price alone. Bechtel’s independent analysis, as 
well as those made by the State so far, shows that the cost of water would be 
cheaper to southern California via the high-line route and Castaic power devel- 
opment than if delivered by the possible coastal route. We are currently engaged 
in further studies of aqueduct routes under a $1,100,000 appropriation made by 
the 1956 legislature for that purpose. 

In the Bechtel report, there is set forth a comparison between their estimates 
and those of the State for the several possible routes. Bechtel’s costs were 
found to be 3.5 percent to 8.4 percent higher than those developed by the State. 
As stated in the review report, such variations are within the limits which 
might be expected based on the assumptions that must be made. 

Bechtel concluded that the design of afterbay 2 dam was not acceptable. We 
realize that considerable added foundation exploration is necessary at the dam 
site and believe that a safe dam can be constructed there. <A restudy of this 
design will be undertaken with the advantage of additional exploration informa- 
tion and knowledge of the effect of the recent overtopping of the dredge tailings 
at the dam site by the flood of December 23, 1955. 


COMMENTS ON CONCLUSIONS UNDER PROJECT POWER 


‘he comments of the Bechtel engineers are in full accord with the State report 
on this subject. 


COMMENTS ON CONCLUSIONS ON WATER DEMAND 


The conclasion with reference to price of water as stated by Bechtel is that 
under present conditions the market can meet the proposed project prices for 
water. Bechtel concludes that the price which irrigation can pay in the Antelope 
Valley precludes the use of project water for that purpose in that area. We 
agree that the price which irrigated agriculture in Antelope Valley can pay for 
water is limited. However, considerable development of an industrial nature 
has occurred in this area in recent years and it is believed that the 60,000 acre 
feet estimated by Bechtel after a 20-year absorption period may be low. How- 
ever, it must be admitted that 600,000 acre-feet delivery to this area is unrealis 
tie. The State absorption for the area south of the Tehachapi Mountains, as set 
forth in its report, was on the basis of one-fourth initial delivery with a 15-year 
period to full use of 1,200,000 acre-feet to the coastal plain of southern California. 
Bechtel recommends a 24-year period with one-ninth initially. Our opinion in 
proposing one-fourth of full proposed delivery initially was based on the thinking 
that construction should be deferred if the demand indicated less than one-fourth 
due to the high annual costs on the large capital investment. Bechtel also be- 
lieves that a 25-year absorption period for San Joaquin Valley should be used 
rather than the 15-year period used by the State. These absorption rates will 
eventually be incorporated into contracts for sale of water to the several agencies 
contracting therefor. They will be revised at that time to reflect the thinking 
of the user and the vendor. 


COMMENTS ON CONCLUSIONS ON FINANCIAL FEASIBILITY 


The Bechtel report recommends the issuance of State of California general 
obligation bonds, to which net revenues are specifically pledged as the preferable 
means of financing. We are now hopeful that a considerable portion of the costs 
can be met by appropriations from current revenues, with a much smaller bond 
issue being required. 

With respect to the interest rate applicable to bond financing, Bechtel recom- 
mended 2.7 percent interest rate as against that of 2.5 percent used in the 
financial analysis of the State. Our information was obtained principally from 
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the same people that Bechtel retained. We were further advised to use 2.5 per- 
cent by the State department of finance. 

Bechtel’s recommended route 10—A is practically the same as the State’s high 
line to Quail Lake and the Castaic power development except that there is 
added about 12 miles of conduit and the Granada Hills Reservoir. The addi- 
tion was made to compare severa! alternative routes considered by Bechtel to a 
common terminus. Actually the canal and small series of reservoirs adds no 
material improvement to the State proposed route as local agencies would have 
to construct distri}tory works from the Castaic Reservoir. At that reservoir, 
sufficient capacity could be developed for a large regulatory storage. 





ANALYSIS OF THE REPORT ON THE ENGINEERING, HCONOMIC, AND FINANCIAL ASPECTS 
OF THE FEATHER RIVER PROJECT, TO THE JOINT COMMITTEE ON WATER PROBLEMS 
OF THE CALIFORNIA STATE LEGISLATURE BY THE BECHTEL CorpP., SAN FRANCISCO, 
DECEMBER 31, 1955 


The report of the Bechtel Corp. on the engineering, economic, and financial 
aspects of the Feather River project is divided into five sections: water studies, 
eng neering feasibility and cost estimates, project power, water demand, and 
financial feasibility. Each of these five sections is summarized below. 


WATER STUDIES 


The water supplies of the Feather River project as proposed by the State are 
more than adequate to meet scheduled project demands. 

The water supply benefit creditable to Oroville Dam for firm deliveries of 
730,000 acre-feet of water to the Feather River service area is about 55,000 acre 
feet annually. 

Routing studies by Bec)itel indicate that there will be sufficient water in the 
Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta to supply Feather iRiver project demands, with- 
out additional regulation facilities on Feather River, until there is a require- 
ment for delivery of 2,900,000 acre-feet annually for use south of the delta. 

These studies assumed that maximum utilization would be made of the full 
capacity of 2,100,000 acre-feet of storage in San Luis Reservoir, and that the 
rate of development of areas which impair the inflow to the delta would not 
exceed the estimated demands shown herein. It was also assumed that water 
availability is the controlling factor. 

After completion of the first stage of the possible two-stage construction of 
San Luis Dam, the reservoir will have a usable capacity of 1 million acre-feet. 
If maximum utilization is made of this «apacity, and all other assumptions 
remain as determined above, the completion of Oroville Dam can be postponed 
until the water demand of the Feather River project reaches approximately 
1,700,000 acre-feet annually for use south of the delta. 

The Bechtel studies show that in some of the low-flow months of certain years, 
there will be theoretical deficiencies in deliveries to the Alameda-Santa Clara- 
San Benito aqueduct, because these deliveries must be made upstream from San 
Luis Reservoir. From a practical point of view, these theoretical deficiencies 
would be overcome by small temporary decreases in salinity control releases, or 
by additional coordination with local surface or underground storage. At those 
times those areas may be increasingly dependent on local supplies. 

Major factors tending to make these water-supply determinations conservative 
are as follows: 

The 1927-34 period represents the most severe dry period in the past 100 years, 
and the probability of a more severe dry period occurring in the next 30 years 
is therefore not very great. 

No credit was taken for additional water available from the Trinity division 
project, when and if it is completed. 

A 4,500 cubic feet per second minimum release for salinity control was used,. 
instead of 3,300 cubic feet per second as used at present in the operation of the 
Central Valley project. 

The impaired flows into the delta used by the State included subtraction of 
water for ultimate irrigation diversion to the Sacramento canals unit and to most 
of the Folsom unit. These units are not estimated by the Bureau to reach a 
stage of ultimate development until about 1975 to 2000. In addition, no return 
flows from these units were considered to be available. 
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Bechtel Corp. recommends that the State consider seeking some financial 
contribution from the Federal Government for the realistic flood-control benefits 
creditable to Oroville Dam. In order to set such a value, the entire problem of 
determining flood-control benefits creditable to Oroville Dam should be thor- 
oughly reviewed in accordance with present standard flood-control procedures. 
Because the United States Army Corps of Engineers has had more experience on 
flood-control problems than any other agency in the United States, it is recom- 
mended that the established procedures of the corps be used. 

The flood-control operational criteria should also be restudied, including the 
amount of storage provided and the magnitude of reservoir releases under various 
conditions. Alternative flood protection should be considered in connection with 
possible increased power revenues if higher reservoir elevations could be main- 
tained. 

The State’s evaluation of the quality of Feather River project water is sound. 
Additional fish, wildlife, and recreational benefits will accrue when Oroville Dam 
is constructed. The postponement of that feature would, of course, temporarily 
leave existing conditions unchanged. 

The quality of water at the intake of the Feather River aqueduct is, and 
probably will remain, suitable for all uses contemplated in the project. 

Construction of separate channels for the Sacramento and San Joaquin River 
systems would insure good quality water for future uses in and exports from 
the Delta. 


ENGINEERING FEASIBLLITY AND COST ESTIMATES 
Oroville Dam 


Although the foundation area for the dam is sheared and fractured, Bechtel 
believes that there is competent rock at this site for a dam of the height pro- 
posed, if excavation is carried to suitable depths, and if consolidation grouting 
is provided in those foundation areas requiring such work in addition to grouting 
required for the upstream grout curtain. 

Bechtel studies for different heights of dam indicate that the proposed 
installed kilowatt capacity in the powerhouse will produce revenues which will 
result in the most economical cost for supplemental water from Oroville Reservoir. 
The studies indicate that the capacity of the reservoir is well suited to ultimate 
project water requirements. 

The design data for the dam, as proposed, are adequate for preliminary cost 
estimates but determination of the best dam section for the site must be deferred 
pending completion of final design studies. Bechtel’s review of contraction 
joints and block size is based on blocks of the same size proposed by the State. 

Bechtel agrees that the best location for the spillway is in the natural saddle 
off the right abutment of the main gravity section. . 

While final powerplant design may result in more efficient utilization of 
powerplant space, the preliminary design as presented will produce an installa- 
tion which will be feasible. Bechtel concurs with the State’s plan for the 
switchyard. 

Bechtel concurs with the requirement for reregulatory storage below Oroville 
Dam by two afterbay dams and the locations selected are considered to be 
satisfactory. It is agreed that construction of power facilities at Afterbay Dam 
No. 1 would not be economically justified because of the large fluctuation of 
this reservoir in operation. 

Significant construction quantities were checked and some minor differences 
developed. These differences are caused by different assumptions as to field 
conditions and equipment selection. 


Delta cross channel 


It is concluded that a confined delta cross channel is desirable and its con- 
struction is feasible. However, the presently undefined relationship of this 
proposed channel to various barrier and salinity control schemes makes it 
impracticable to determine at this time what portion of the physical features or 
their costs, if any, should be considered as an integral part of the Feather River 
project. 


\lameda-Santa Clara-San Benito branch 


Bechtel’s examination of the Airpoint Dam site confirms the State’s conclusion 
that this is a potential site. Further subsurface investigations must be made 
to permit evaluation of foundation conditions. 
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Bechtel’s geological reconnaissance of the Evergreen Dam site confirms the 
State’s concern with the presence of the Silver Creek fault, and the selection of 
an alternate location may be required if further investigations should prove the 
site geologically unsuitable. 

No particularly adverse geological conditions that would prevent construction 
of the aqueduct were found and the location selected by the State is generally 
satisfactory for determining a reasonable cost estimate. 

Structures for the aqueduct are designed in accord with good engineering 
practice. 

Although construction and design data are insufficient for an analysis of the 
Airpoint and Evergreen Dams, Bechtel considers that the dam sections assumed 
are in accordance with accepted practice. The flow routing studies indicate that 
their reservoir capacities are adequate. 

Bechtel’s estimates of quantities show no important differences except in the 
tunnels. 


San Luis Dam and Reservoir 

Additional foundation exploration should be made to determine the perme- 
ability of the gravelly clay encountered by previous drilling about 140 feet below 
the surface. Further investigations are also required to determine the type and 
depth of cutoff required for the dam. 

The San Luis Reservoir is required for initial operation of the project and 
Bechtel concurs that the full reservoir capacity will be required to meet ultimate 
project demands. The advisability of two-stage construction of this facility as 
proposed by the State should be reevaluated at the time that realistic compara- 
tive cost estimates can be prepared. 

An independent analysis of the dam embankment was made, using the standard 
methods outlined by the State engineer. On the basis of this analysis Bechtel 
concludes that the dam section as proposed by the State would be inadequate. It 
is also Bechtel’s opinion that the design values proposed for earthquake forces 
should be increased because the dam would be located within a major active fault 
area. When this is done the safety factor of the State’s design is further reduced. 
Bechtel’s studies and preliminary estimate accordingly are based upon a revised 
section for the dam. 

Supplemental subsurface investigations are needed to develop a source of 
additional pervious material close to the dam site. Soil testing of borrow mate- 
rials is required for use as a basis in determining final design. 

In view of the considerable height of the embankment, its location in a seismic 
area, and the importance of dependent structures, a modification to permit in- 
spection and maintenance of the full length of the outlet conduit at all times 
is believed justified 

Because of the limited drainage area, the spillway does not present a major 
problem and the proposed spillway is considered adequate. 


Pumping plants 

While the preliminary design drawings and pumping plants specifications 
prepared by the State are adequate for preliminary design and estimates, a con- 
siderable amount of additional study should be applied in the final engineering 
work to determine unit operational requirements, appropriate sizes and most 
advantageous disposition of equipment consistent with aqueduct and water 
supply limitations. While the lifts at pumping plants Nos. V and VI are unusual, 
they are not without precedent. The desirability of using single casing pump 
designs as a substitute for 2 and 3 pumps connected in series at plants Nos. V 
and VI should be given careful consideration before final design. 

While the pump units proposed for the Feather River project are uncommon in 
size and number, their design, construction and satisfactory operation are 
feasible. 

Main aqueducts 

' Preliminary location of the routes between the intake and the southern end 
of the San Joaquin Valley is satisfactory when considered for minimum dis- 
turbance of existing developments, for initial construction costs, maintenance, 
and delivery to potential areas of water use. 

Bechtel concurs with the State’s selection of unreinforced concrete lined canals 
as reflected by preliminary designs and estimates. 

The canal slopes as adopted by the State for the project are generally reason- 
able and satisfactory for a preliminary estimate. 
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It is difficult at this stage of development planning to. predict the exact 
numbers of miscellaneous structures such as drains, siphons, bridges, turnouts, 
checks, Wasteways and other canal structures and appurtenances. The State’s 
estimate for these features is, in general, satisfactory. Bechtel has indicated 
some minor alterations in design and has made appropriate revisions th 
quantities. 

In general, the tunnel quantities estimated by Bechtel are somewhat higher 
than the State’s. 

Distribution of project water 

Because of the complex factors of water distribution in irrigated and urban 
ireas, Bechtel concurs with the State in the following points : 

Feather River project water should be sold at canal side to distribution 
agencies. 

The distribution agency should finance, construct, and operate the necessary 
facilities to receive and distribute the project water. 

The patterns of formation and integration of the distributing agencies to 
best serve the various areas will develop in due course as the needs arise, and 
it would not be practicable or desirable to outline at this time any long range 
plan. 

The costs of conveyance laterals from the main aqueduct, distribution regu- 
lating reservoirs and distributing systems should not be included in Feather 
River costs. 


Possible modifications and alternates 


Oroville Dam.—The present Delta water flow must be supplemented by an 
additional source of regulated flow in order for the Feather River project. to 
meet the ultimate water requirements as proposed by the State. The cost of 
water from Oroville Reservoir is reasonable when compared with the other 
urrent supplemental ‘water developments. On the basis of water availability 
and also of the most economical pumping of the project’s requirements, the 
completion of Oroville Dam can be delayed until water deliveries are estimated 
to be about 2,500,000 acre-feet annually. Modifying water releases from Oro- 
ville Reservoir so that the on-peak power requiremenis at Pumping Plant No. 1 
can be reduced by 97,200 kilowatts will offer a net annual savings of approxi- 
mately $2,146,000. To accomplish this annual saving in purchased power costs, 
the dependable generation at Oroville power plant is reduced from 410,000 to 
380,000 kilowatts. 

San Luis afterbay.—Providing an afterbay with a regulated storage of approxi- 
mately 15,400 acre-feet at the discharge of San Luis Reservoir and pumping 
plant No. 11A will produce a net annual power savings of approximately 
$1,473,000 which combined with the savings at pumping plant No. 1 would total 
$3,619,000. The total power net savings throughout the 70-year payout period 
of the project would be in excess of $134,000,000. 

Use of Delta-Mendota Canal.—Bechtel’s studies indicate that there would be 
no advantage of incorporating the use of the surplus capacity of the Delta- 
Mendota Canal in the State’s Feather River project even for an interim period. 
Based on operational flexibility, total project expenses throughout the payout 
period, and capacity benefits related to future expansion, the State is justified 
in building an independent 11,000 cubic-feet-per-second aqueduct from the delta 
to San Luis Reservoir. 

Bechtel route modifications——A comparison of the delivered cost of water for 
the various alternate routes calculated by the proportionate use method, shows 
that the high line route to Quail Lake and through the Castaic power develop- 
ment produces sufficient advantage in the cost of water delivered to southern 
California to warrant adoption if the cost of water is the deciding factor. 

In order to arrive at a realistic cost of water, the buildup of water deliveries 
should be consistent with the predicted requirements of the consolidated service 
area of the Feather River project, individual area requirements being met in 
the order in which they develop. Bechtel schedules of water deliveries consist 
essentially of the State’s schedules, modified to delete proposed Antelope Valley 
deliveries and to reassign this supply to the San Joaquin Valley. Also Bechtel 
estimates that the rate of buildup in the San Joaquin Valley will exceed that 
which is included in the State’s report. 

A comparison of the detailed financial results over a 71-year period for the 
Castaic power development route with those for the coastal route, both incor- 
porating Bechtel operational modifications related to pumping costs and 
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schedule of water deliveries, shows that the cost of water delivered to southern 
California via the Castaic power development route would be less costly than 
if delivered by the coastal route. 


Cost estimates 
A summary comparison of costs as estimated by the State and Bechtel Corp., 


is shown in the following table: 


Summary comparison of estimated cost (includes interest during construction 
at 2.5 percent per annum) 


Percent 
difference 

State’s cost Bechtel cost | Bechtel 
com pared 

to State 


i 


State high line to Barrett Reservoir |1$1, 594, 908,000 | $1, 723, 484, 000 +8.1 


State high line to San Bernardino and Devil Canyon 
power drop 1 1, 493, 147,000 | 1, 597, 092, 000 +7.0 


State high tine to 9 uail Lake and Castaic power drop--/ ! 1, 397, 522,000 | 1, 514, 688, 000 +8. 4 
State high line to Devils Den—coastal line to Castaic 
1 1, 551, 988,000 | 1, 606, 975, 000 +3. 5 


Creek 
State high line to Devils Den—coastal line to San Ja- 
1 1, 839, 567,000 | 1,912, 740,000 +4.0 
State high line to Pastoria Creek—Long tunnel] to Cas- 
taic Creek Reservoir 1 1, 383, 841,000 | 1, 495, 425, 000 +8. 1 
State high line to Pastoria Creek—Long tunnel to San 
i 1, 810, 795, 000 


on fo ao £8 we 


Bechtel alternate—High line to Devils Den—Coastal 
line to Castaic Reservoir—Extension to Granada 
Hills Reservoir 

Bechtel alternate—High line to Pastoria Creek—Long 
tunnel to Elizabeth Lake power drop and Castaic 
Reservoir—Extension to Granada Hills Reservoir--- 

10 | Bechtel alternate—High line to Quail Lake and Cas- 

= power drop—Extension to Granada Hills Reser- 


| Bechtel alternate—High line to mile 500—Cherry, Bou- 
quet, and Haskell power drops to Granada Hills Res- 








1 Includes $2,000,000 cost for a portion of the canal from Italian Slough to Pumping Plant No. 1, which 


was not included in the State’s estimates. 
? Includes $59,981,000 as estimated by the State for the Alameda-Santa Clara branch with pumping plants 
and reservoirs, which was not included in the State’s estimate for this particular route. 


PROJECT POWER 


The basic power scheme is a feasible plan for handling the electric power 
requirements and hydroelectric generatioui. 

The power loads for pumping greatly exceed the Oroville generation and the 
deficiency must be made up either by purchasing power or constructing a power 
generation and transmission system. Constructing a power system has the 
disadvantage of not only requiring greater capital investment, but also gives 
no promise of affording any annual savings over the presently estimated rates 
for purchased power. 

The load demand requirements of the pumping plants are well within the 
eapability of the utility company system when the latter is projected at the 
same rate as Federal Power Commission growth estimates. 

The optimum power plan consists of (1) selling all dependable hydropower 
during on-peak hours so as to realize highest revenue of about 8 mills per kilo- 
watt-hour, and (2) purchasing as much power as possible at off-peak hours to 
get lowest net rates of about 4 to 5 mills per kilowatt-hour. Although designing 
the system to use as much off-peak energy as the hydrology permits involves 
extra capital investment, the annual energy cost savings soon recover the extra 
investment and this plan of procedure consequently reduces total annual 
charges. 

The market for generated dependable power is now a favorable one and it 
can be expected to continue so. 

The lower cost of off peak purchased power and the higher value of venerated 
on-peak power are due to the characteristics of the already established loads 
on the power system. These power value relations can be expected to continue 
as long as no radical change takes place ir. the utility system load characteristic, 





SAN LUIS (CALIFORNIA) IRRIGATION DEVELOPMENT 189 


which is typified by the demand curve having a daily cyclic variation with peaks 
and valleys, and week end values which are predominantly of the valley charac- 
teristic. 

It is a distinct economic advantage, where hydrology permits, to build pumping 
plants with sufficient capacity to limit purchased power to off peak rates. Where 
water storage and flow limitations prevent this for the ultimate installation, as 
at plants I, IIA and IIB, off peak operation should be followed as long as 
possible during the step construction years at these plants. 

Because of many variable project factors which will affect and determine the 
actual power requirements as well as the most advantageous manner of meeting 
them, it is advisable as the project progresses to make careful and complete 
estimates of power requirements for several years in advance. Power contracts 
and power scheduling must generally be arranged years in advance. 

The kilowatt capacity of generation at Oroville, as well as at any drop plants 
as included in certain of the proposed modified routes, should be finalized only 
after (1) water flow values have been firmly established based on analysis of 
a series of test years, (2) power rates have been more firmly established for 
each hydroelectric plant location, and (3) the optimum amount of installed 
capacity and dependable capacity has been calculated. 

The primary purpose of Oroville Dam will be to firm up the supply of water 
in the delta for the project. Equitable allocations of costs should be made for 
benefits due to flood control, irrigation, urban water supply, navigation, and 
power. The hydropower being a byproduct materially assists in paying annual 
charges for irrigation and urban water supply. 

The economy of using off-peak power is rather clearly established for pumping 
plants III through VI. However, for pumping plants I, IIA, and IIB there is 
considerable on-peak use contemplated, and this can be decreased by modification 
of the State’s operating plan. 

A consolidated power ‘program should be developed and carried out in which 
purchased power contracts for all pumping plants are integrated with power 
sales, when applicable, from the project hydroplants. 


WATER DEMAND 


There is a demand for water within the areas proposed for service by the 
project which is adequate to furnish a market for all of the water the project 
will develop and deliver to its service areas. 

Under present conditions this market can meet the prices for water required 
for irrigation in the San Joaquin Valley in the general range from $7 to $9 per 
acre-foot canal side. 

Urban demand in the south coastal area could meet prices for water required 
for such purposes in that area of $25 and even up to $45 per acre-foot canal side. 

Urban demand in the Alameda-Santa Clara-San Benito area could meet prices 
representative of the costs of such delivery, in the general range of $17.50 to 
$22.50 per acre-foot canal side. 


FINANCIAL FEASIBILITY 


Estimated capital costs of the proposed Feather River project are such as to 
require the issuance of bonds. Prospective project revenues during the initial 
stages preclude consideration of revenue bonds as a means of financing. ‘The 
issuance of State of California general obligation bonds, to which net revenues 
of the project are specifically pledged, is recommended as being the most eco 
nomical and practical means of financing. Any project legislation should be 
enacted with great care and consideration so that necessary flexibility in finance 
ing procedure will be provided. 

Funds for the payment of interest and principal of bonds would be derived to 
the extent possible from net project revenues and any balance from the State's 
general fund. 

Financial consultants for the Bechtel Corporation have developed a financing 
program that provides for amortization coinciding more closely with project 
revenues, normal growth factors, and well within the expected life of the project 
facilities with amortization to be completed in 70 years. The State program 
provided a heavier annual bond service requirement in the initial stages of the 
project than is believed necessary. 

The use of term bonds having fixed maturity dates of not to exceed 50 years 
from date of issuance, with suitable provisions for prior redemption and refund- 
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ing, is reeommended as a means of providing satisfactory flexibility in the 
financing program. 

Judging from past records and present prospects, it is estimated that the 
bonds should be saleable at an average interest cost of 2.7 percent during the 
approximate 30-year construction period. 

Maximum annual bond sales projected for Routes No. 1 (State’s high line) 
and 10-A (Beechtel’s modified high line) do not exceed greatly the amounts of 
many single bond issues sold elsewhere in recent years and consequently should 
not present difficulties insofar as marketability is concerned. Those projected 
for route No. 8-A (Bechtel’s modified coastal line) in the 17th to 19th years, 
being considerably greater in magnitude, may do so. 

The financial requirements of the project appear to be moderate, in relation 
to probable population, income, and wealth of the State. 

It is the considered judgment of the consultants that, subject to certain con- 
ditions, it is feasible to finance the Feather River project with general obliga- 
tion bonds of the State. 

Mr. Lineweaver. That is a matter that does not go, as I take it, to 
the heart of the engineering and economic feasibility ? 

Mr. Banks. Oh, no; it does not. 

Mr. Linewraver. The timing of the construction can come along 
and is a matter that always would be readjusted anyhow ? 

Mr. Banks. Yes. 

Mr. Lineweaver. In the course of the execution of the program. 

Senator Kucue.. Are you talking about what you and I were talk- 
ing about ? 

Mr. Lineweaver. No, sir; I left those questions for you. 

Senator Kucue.. I was interested in the time, too. You have come 
back here with the Governor of the State, making particular recom- 
mendations for Federal construction of San Luis Dam, to be integrated 
by the same Federal legislation with the State F eather River project 
when that is undertaken by the people of California. 

What is your timing on that, Mr. Banks? What specific timing do 
you have in mind? 

Are you requesting this Congress to proceed 

Are you requesting the Congress to adopt legislation based upon 
your recommendations and the recommendations of the Department 
of the Interior, and if that is your position, what as a guess do you 
have in mind? 

You will recall that yesterday you stated the Feather River project 
has not been fully—what is the bureaucratic word ?—finalized ¢ 

Mr. Banxs. Yes, a good word. Well, the schedule of construction 
as we now envision will be that the first construction contracts involved 
in the Oroville Reservoir will be ready to be let next spring; that is, 
in the spring of 1957, for construction. 

Senator Warxrins. Who will have them ready ? 

Mr. Banks. My office. 

Senator Warkins. And the State will be actually in a position to 
start construction under present authorizations ? 

Mr. Banxs. Yes. 

Governor Knight has stated that if we make sufficient progress in 
the preparation of construction plans and specifications so that on the 
first of January it appears we are ready to let the first construction 
contracts. 

Senator Kucuern. On the Oroville Dam? 

Mr. Banxs. On work involved with Oroville Dam. He will ask 
the legislature for an urgency appropriation to initiate that work 
during fiscal year 1957-58. 
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Senator Kucne. So it is subject to legislative action next year ¢ 

Mr. Banks. That is correct. 

Senator Kucnet. Is it also subject to action by the Congress in 
adopting legislation to provide for a money contribution by the Fed- 
eral Government on flood control 

Mr. Banxs. No, I do not believe that is an absolute prerequisite 
or condition precedent, Senator. We certainly hope that it will ac- 
tually occur before that but it is not necessarily a condition precedent 
to actual initiation of work by the State on the Feather River project. 

Senator Kucuen. Now, suppose that were undertaken in accord- 
ance with your recommendations; do you have in mind any spec ific 
recommendations on the repayment which the State would assume to 
the Federal Government for the Federal construction of the San Luis 
Dam ¢ 

Mr. Banks. Our position has been, as we have stated here, that the 
State would enter into a repayment contract with the Secretary of 
the Interior on an installment basis with the irrigation allocation to 
be interest-free; and that repayment contract to extend over a 40- 
year period and the first payment to be made 1 year after the State 
assumes responsibility for operation and maintenance. 

Now, that, of course, is not in strict consonance with some other 
repayment contracts which have been entered into which do provide 
fora development area before full repayment starts. 

Certainly if the Congress and the Secretary of the Interior felt in 
a generous mood and were willing to include a development period, 
the State would have no objection w whatsoever. 

On the other hand, it is our position that if the Congress and the 
Secretary of the Interior so desire, we will enter into a repayment 
contract with repayment starting at the end of the first year after 
the State assumes responsibility. 

Senator Watkins. What particular project or features of the 
project are you talking about’ 

Mr. Banus. The San Luis unit. 

Senator Warkrns. That would be under Federal construction with 
a contract for State operation ¢ 

Mr. Banxs. Yes. 

Senator Warkins. And I understand the State wants to operate? 

Mr. Banks. Yes. 

Senator Warxrns. That would be done by the State government 
and not any subdivision of the State, a legal unit? 

Mr. Banxs. That would be done by the State government, yes. 

Senator Kucnex. Under that hypothesis, do you envision the sub- 
sequent construction of another tier on the reservoir ? 

Is that in layman’s language what you have in mind? 

Mr. Banxs. Or in engineering terms, enlarging the ultimate capac- 
ity. 

Senator Warkins. By raising the dam? 

Mr. Banks. Yes. 

Our present studies indicate that the enlargement should start not 
later than the early 1970's and it is quite possible that it may prove 
more economical for the State to enter into an agreement with the 
Federal Government to build it to the ultimate capacity initially. 
It is purely a matter of economics. 
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Senator Kucuet. Would that require State legislative action ? 

Mr. Banxs. Yes. 

Senator Warxkins. As a matter of engineering costs, would it be 
cheaper to do it all at once? 

Mr. Banks. Yes, that is the question. 

In other words, additional capacity will not be needed for 10 years, 
It may prove more economical, Senator, to pay the interest on that 
capital investment for those 10 years in order to build it in 1 stage to 
its ultimate capacity than to not pay the interest on the capital invest- 
ment for the 10 years, but after you put in the initial construction, at 
the end of 10 years enlarge it. In other words, it is cheaper generally, 
from the standpoint of total capital outlay, to build a large dam in 1 
stage than it is to build it in 2 stages, but that is a matter of engineer- 
ing and economic studies, 

Senator Watkins. There is another element that enters in at that 
point. Are you certain about the water supply for the full capacity ? 

Mr. Banks. Yes. 

Senator Watkins. There are not any contests or possible decisions 
of courts that might be made that would make it impossible to fill that 
reservoir later ? 

Mr. Banxs. From the standpoint of the physical availability of 
water 

Senator Warkrns. Let us put it “the legal availability of water.” 

Mr. Banks. There are some legal questions which we are going to 
have to get out of the way and may I say this, that those legal ques- 
tions involve not only the State but also the Federal Government, 
which we assume is operating under State law in this matter. 

Senator Watkins. They were until recently when they have shown 
a tendency to go off on their own. 

Mr. Banks. Senator, we still assume that they are. 

Senator Kucnex. Your point is that the legal questions would run 
equally against water in the dam, no matter who built it? 

Mr. Banks. That is right. 

Senator Watkins. And of course, if you have legal questions that 
might be decided the other way, it might be more economical to build 
the smaller dam? 

Mr. Banks. I am not prepared at this time, Senator, to say which 
course should be pursued on that. It is something which we recom- 
mend that we sit down and go into with the Bureau of Reclamation or 
the Department of the Interior and an engineering and economic 
study be made and come to a mutually satisfactory decision. 

Mr. Lrveweaver. In any event, Mr. Banks, if you were going to 
enlarge the dam reservoir to the ultimate capacity, you would have 
to make certain foundation construction ? 

Mr. Banks. Oh, yes; definitely. 

Mr. Lineweaver. Regardless of when you went to your top limit? 

Mr. Banks. That is right. 

As I said yesterday in my statement, the State expects to pay any 
additional costs necessary for the modification of the San Luis unit 
as it has been proposed by the Commissioner of Reclamation that may 
be involved in making that unit fit in with the State Feather River 
project. 

Mr. Linewkaver. Mr. Banks, in view of the fact that attached to 
your statement was suggested legislation which dealt directly with 
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your recommendation, you have a pretty good staff of lawyers out there 
who are used to drawing legislation. 

I wondér if it would be possible for you to have your staff draw ¢ 
suggested revision of that proposal that you made yesterday which 
would ene ompass the questions that Senator Kuchel asked you, which 
were asked this morning ? 

Mr. Banxs. I would be very happy to. 

(The draft of legislation referred to follows :) 


STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS, 
Sacramento, June 1, 1956. 
Hon. JAMES E. Murray, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 
(Attention : Goodrich W. Lineweaver ) 

Dear SENATOR Murray: At the hearings on May 12, 1956, before your com- 
mittee on the proposed San Luis Unit, Central Valley project, California (S. 178, 
S4th Cong., Ist sess.), certain members of the committee and staff requested that 
we prepare a summary of the elements deemed necessary for successful integra- 
tion and coordination of the proposed San Luis unit of the United States Bureau 
of Reclamation with the State of California’s Feather River project. 

In accordance with this request we have prepared a set of basic principles 
considered necessary for such integration, and based on these principles we 
have drafted a proposed bill to authorize the project. These are contained in 
the remainder of this letter. If there are questions concerning any part of the 
principles or the legislation, we will be most happy to answer them. 


BASIC PRINCIPLES OF INTEGRATION 


The following principles are considered necessary to insure satisfactory inte- 
gration of the proposed San Luis unit of the United States Bureau of Reclama- 
tion, with the State’s Feather River project, if the initial features of the unit 
are to be constructed by the Bureau. 

1. The proposed design, construction, and operation of the San Luis project of 
the Bureau, as set forth in the report of the Department of the Interior entitled, 
“San Luis Unit, Central Valley Project, California,’ dated August 4, 1955, 
should be modified to the extent necessary to permit immediate and future 
integration and coordination with the State’s Feather River project. The State 
should initially pay for all construction costs above those required by the project 
features set forth in the said Department of Interior report. 

The basic policies for integration must be laid down in the legislation au- 
thorizing the Federal San Luis unit. 

3. For maximum efficiency and minimum cost, the initial San Luis unit and any 
additions thereto must be operated and maintained by one agency. The State of 
California should operate the unit under an agreement with the Secretary of the 
Interior, in accordance with the terms of the authorizing Federal legislation. 

4. The State should repay the reimbursable Federal construction costs under 
a repayment contract with the United States. 

5. Title to all works of the project should be conveyed to the State upon repay- 
ment and all control and interest of the United States in the project should cease 
upon such conveyance. 

6. The State should initially acquire and pay for all lands, easements, and 
rights of way required for the project. The United States should be guaranteed 
the use of such properties without cost in the construction, operation, or mainte- 
nance of the project until repayment is completed and title passes to the State. 

7. The State should serve water to the water users in the same service areas, 
in the same amounts, and for the same price as those proposed by the Bureau of 
Reclamation in its report of August 4, 1955. This water service should be under 
contracts between the local agencies and the State of the same duration as that 
of the repayment contract between the United States and the State. The Secre- 
tary of the Interior should approve such contracts prior to their execution and 
such contracts should comply substantially with Federal reclamation laws. 

8. The Secretary should be authorized to enter into contracts with local agen- 
cies in the service area of the project for the financing or construction and 
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repayment of local irrigation systems in accordance with Federal reclamation 
laws. 

. The State should be permitted at any time, at its own expense, to enlarge 
the dam and any other features of the project to meet the State’s water-service 
requirements. The water made available by such improvements should be under 
the sole jurisdiction of the State. 


DRAFT OF 





LEGISLATION 
The following draft of legislation is based on the foregoing principles: 
s. ——— 


A BILL To authorize the Secretary of the Interior to construct the San Luis project 
California, and to negotiate an agreement for the integration of such project with th: 
Feather River project of the State of California, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That for the principal purposes of furnishing 
water for the irrigation of approximately four hundred and forty thousand acres 
of land in Merced, Fresno, and Kings Counties, California, and as incidents 
thereto of furnishing water for municipal and domestic use and providing recrea- 
tional and fish and wildlife benefits, the Secretary of the Interior (herein referred 
to as “the Secretary”) is authorized to construct, pursuant to the terms of this 
act, the San Luis project to be operated and maintained by the State of California 
(herein referred to as “the State”) as an integral part of the Feather River project 
of the State, under an agreement with the Secretary. The principal engineering 
features of said project shall be those specified in the report of the Department 
of the Interior entitled, “San Luis Unit, Central Valley Project, California,” 
dated August 4, 1955, as modified in the agreement to be negotiated between 
the Secretary and the State, referred to in sections 2 and 3 of this Act. In con- 
structing the San Luis project, the Secretary shall be governed by the Federal 
Reclamation laws (Act of June 17, 1902, 32 Stat. 388, and Acts amendatory 
thereof or supplementary thereto), except so far as the provisions thereof are 
inconsistent with this Act. 

Sec. 2. The Secretary of the Interior is hereby authorized and directed to 
negotiate an agreement with the State to carry out the objectives of this Act 
and to report the negotiated agreement to the Congress on or before July 1, 
1957. Upon approval of such agreement by the Congress, the Secretary is author- 
ized to execute the agreement on behalf of the United States and shall thereafter 
commence construction of the San Luis project and shall complete it as expedi- 
tiously as possible. 

Sec. 3. The agreement between the United States and the State shall provide: 

(a) That the project works and features to be constructed shall substantially 
conform to the report of the Department of the Interior entitled, “San Luis Unit, 
Central Valley Project, California,’ dated August 4, 1955, modified to the extent 
required for integration and coordinated operation with the State’s Feather River 
Project, as generally outlined in the “Views and Recommendations of the State 
of California on Proposed Report of the Department of Interior on San Luis Unit, 
Central Valley Project, California,” dated March 1956, or as may otherwise be 
agreed upon by the Secretary and the State. 

(b) That prior to the commencement of construction of the project the State 
shall make available to the Secretary sufficient funds to pay the additional con- 
struction costs created by modification of the plans contained in the Department 
of the Interior report referred to in subsection (a) of this section. 

(c) That the State shall acquire and pay for all lands, easements and rights 
of way for the San Luis project prior to the start of construction, and shall allow 
their use by the United States in the construction, operation or maintenance of 
the project without charge. 

(d) That the State shall assume operation and maintenance of the project 
upon its completion. 

(e) That the State shall repay to the United States in 40 equal annual install- 
ments the reimbursable Federal construction costs of the project. Such repay- 
ment shall commence in the year following that in which the State assumes opera- 
tion and maintenance of the project and shall be upon an interest free basis with 
respect to the costs allocated to irrigation. Other construction costs of the pro 
ject shall be allocated for repayment as may be agreed upon by the Secretary 
and the State. Any allocation to flood control shall he nonreimbursable. Upon 
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ompletion of repayment, the Secretary is authorized and directed to convey title 
to all project works to the State and upon such conveyance all interests of the 
(nited States in the project shall be terminated. 

(f) That the State shall guarantee to deliver water to the same service areas, 

| the same quantities, for the same periods, and at the same prices as proposed 
n the Department of the Interior report referred tc in subsection (a) of this see- 
tion. The contracts between the State and locai agencies to carry out this under- 
taking shall comply substantially with the Federal reclamation laws so long as any 
part of the construction cost of the project remains unpaid. All amounts of 
water made available by the project in excess of those needed to serve the afore 
said requirements may be disposed of by the State in accordance with State law. 

(g) That the Secretary may enter into contracts with local agencies within 
the service area of the project for the financing or construction and repayment 
of local irrigation distribution systems in accordance with the Federal recla- 
nation laws. 

(h) That the State may at any time after it has assume operation and mainte- 
nance of the project, enlarge the dam and reservoir, or other features of the 
project to meet the water requirements of the State’s Feather River project. 
Che cost of such improvements or modifications shall be paid by the State and 
the disposition of the additional water supplies made available thereby shall 
he solely under the jurisdiction of the State. 

(i) Sueh other terms and conditions as are required to carry out and imple- 
ment the intent of this act. 

Very truly yours, 
Harvey O. BAnKs, State Engineer. 

Mr. Linewraver. In that, then, you should cover the matter of the 
right-of-way, ownership of the right-of-way, and any other matters, 
which is a suggestron, and perhaps Senator Kuchel, we might save 
some time later if we had that information at the time that the com- 
mittee goes into it. 

Senator Kucnen. I wish he would do that. In addition, I would 
ike to have the engineer furnish us with a synopsis and comment on 


the Bechtel report. 

Mr. Linewraver. | did that. In addition, | would like to suggest 
that the Westlands Water District furnish the committee with a simi- 
lar analysis. It would be well, also, to have the benefit of comments 
by a member of the committee’s professional staff. 

(The analyses referred to follow :) 


REVIEW OF BECHTEL CORPORATION'S “REPORT ON THE ENGINEERR- 
ING, ECONOMIC AND FINANCIAL ASPHCTS OF FEATHER RIVER 
PROJECT” 


(By Jack W. Rodner, manager, Westlands Water District, 1234 Winston Avenue, 
Fresno, Calif.) 


INTRODUCTION 


A review of the Bechtel report consists of comments on and extracts from 
that study, as submitted for the information of the committee. 

This review is in two parts. Part 1 deals with the material in the report 
under subject headings. Part 2 contains comments and excerpts from the re- 
port arranged under chapter headings. 


Part I 
OROVILLE DAM 


One of the most pertinent points in the report, in my opinion, is that con- 
struction of Oroville Dam can be delayed until deliveries through Feather River 
total 2,900,000 acre-feet. This rather knocks the props out from under the. 
Oroville people concerning the necessity, irrigationwise, of constructing the Oro- 
ville Dam immediately. 
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A second point in the report is that the Feather River service area will receive 
irrigation benefits through the construction of the dam but will not pay anything 
toward the repayment of project costs. Throughout the report it is evident 
that the price of water quoted in the various localities bears no relation to the 
ability of the water user to repay. Neither does it reflect contracts or state- 
ments from wateruser groups that they are prepared to pay the prices quoted in 
the report. Actually these water prices are not guaranteed prices but repre- 
sent merely a graduated scale of water costs intended to repay the cost of 
constructing and operating the Feather River Project. 


SEMITROPIC RIDGE AND WHEELER RIDGE AREAS 


Another pertinent point as far as we in the San Joaquin Valley are concerned 
is startling in the fact that in Fresno and Kings Counties there are 1,287.000 
acre-feet of water proposed for delivery and an additional 562,000 acre-feet 
to Antelope Plain, making a total of 1,849,000 acre-feet, all of which is contem- 
plated by the Federal Government as a part of the ultimate San Luis service 
area. In contrast, two areas which the report questions as to their feasibility 
are the Semitropie Ridge area west of the Shafter-Wasco irrigation district 
and the Wheeler Ridge area west of Bakersfield. The combined water proposed 
for both areas is only 442,000 acre-feet. Certainly there is no more glaring 
example of the “tail wagging the dog” than these figures. No wonder Kern 
County is anxious to force the west side into the Feather River so that two 
relatively small areas, one the Semitropic area comprising 58,000 acres of pres- 
ently irrigated land and 55,000 acres of potential irrigated land, and the Wheeler 
Ridge area to which no acreages are assigned but only 194,000 acre-feet of water, 
should receive the benefits of this multibillion dollar construction. 

Quoting from the report under “Water Demand” V-10 for the Semitropic 
area, it says in part in paragraph 2: “To date there has been no plan presented 
for getting water to it from the Feather River project although it is shown 
as a service area in the State engineer’s report. A cross-valley siphon in the 
Elk Hills area appears to be the most desirable location for such a delivery. 
The cost of such delivery would be large for the area to be served.” 

Paragrapi 3 states, “It is considered that the Semitropic area should not be 
included as a prospective market for Feather River project water. This repre- 
sents our conclusion that no revenue from sale of water to the Semitropic Ridge 
area should be relied upon in the financial plans of the project in its early years 
of operation. Eventually means for delivery of project water to this area may 
be found which will be financially feasible.” [Italics supplied.] 

On the same page in paragraph 5 the report has this to say of the Wheeler 
Ridge area. “To reach the Wheeler Ridge area the Feather River aqueduct would 
have to extend past Buena Vista Lake and around the south end of the valley. 
This would be a long extension to reach an estimated ultimate demand for 
194,000 acre-feet per year. If a route to southern California should be adopted 
which passes by this area such service could be rendered from its canal. If a 
lower elevation coast route may be selected, the feasibility and size of any exten- 
sion to serve Wheeler Ridge should be further studies.” 


RELATION TO OTHER WATER PROJECTS 


Under Summary and Recommendations, I-11, subheading Relation to other 
water projects—California Water plan, I quote: “The relationship of the Feather 
River project to the California water plan cannot at present be defined because 
the master plan has not been completed.” 


CAUTION RE STATE ENGINEER’S COST ASSUMPTIONS ; INADEQUATE 
FIELD DATA ; DESIGN, ETC. 


Under V-2, heading “General Limitations Requiring Recognition” referred 
to the report it says “It also shows a balance sheet between costs and revenues 
provided certain amounts of water can be sold at certain prices with a certain 
rate of increase in demand. There is little support in the State engineer's 
report for the assumptions on these items.” 

Typical of the evasiveness of the report is indicated in the opening introduction 
in chapter III by the last line in paragraph 3. “Differences in anticipated cost 
reflected in this report are considered to be within the limits of variation which 
may be expected in separately prepared estimates and calculations which require 
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judgment and opinion.” Under III-3—Delta Cross Channel—the report states, 
“Tt is concluded that a confined Delta Cross Channel is desirable and its construc- 
tion is feasible. However, the presently undefined relationship of this proposed 
channel to various carrier and salinity control schemes makes it impractical to 
determine at this time what portion of the physical features or their costs, if any, 
should be considered as an integral part of the Feather River propect.” This is 
characteristic of items which could run into considerable sums of money that are 
prushed off to be considered at some future date in relation to yet unsolved prob- 
lems. In the last paragraph referring to Alameda-Santa Clara-San Benito 
Branch-Bechtel says at the Airport dam, “Bechtel’s examination of the Airport 
dam site confirms the State's conclusion that this is a potential site. Further 
supersurvace investigations must be made to permit evaluation of foundation 
conditions.” This is typical of the inadequate engineering information contained 
throughout the State’s Feather River Report. 

Under III-4, paragraph 2 under subheading, San Luis dam and reservoir, 
Bechtel states, “The San Luis Reservoir is required for initial operation of the 
project and Bechtel concurs that the full reservoir capacity will be required to 
meet ultimate project demands. The advisability of two-stage construction 
of this facility as proposed by the State should be reevaluated at the time that 
realistic comparative cost estimates can be prepared.” These statements are 
typical of the glaring inadequacy of the State of California’s engineering data 
even if we consider the Feather River report as a preliminary report. 

An interesting item, III-7, last paragraph on that page, subheading “Use of 
Delta-Mendota Canal” is quoted. “Bechtel’s studies indicate that there would 
be no advantage in incorporating the use of the surplus capacity of the Delta- 
Mendota Canal in the State’s Feather River project even for an interim period.” 
This is strangely interesting because of the strong contention not only of the 
State engineer but southern California legislators and the Feather River project 
group that have insisted that the use of the Delta-Mendota Canal is a necessary 
adjunct to the initial Feather River plan. I would like to point out here that 
if Bechtel’s suggestions are followed that the construction of an 11,000 second- 
feet canal above the present Delta-Mendota Canal together with the No. 1 
pumping plant at the delta will delay the receipt of water in the San Luis area 
by several years. 

General misconception is prevalent by proponents of the Feather River plan 
in that they visualize construction strung out from the delta clear to the Teha- 
chapis. I would like to point out that specialized equipment of an extremely 
costly nature will have to be constructed on the job by the contractor for canal 
construction and if the already multibillion dollar costs of the project are to 
be kept within speaking distance of the present figures, this type of equipment 
will either have to be used progressively up the valley or each contractor will 
have to write off this cost to the individual comparatively small units to be con- 
structed. Another point appearing in the last paragraph under chapter III, page 
9, “No provision has been made by the State, nor by Bechtel for escalation of costs 
(or revenues). Costs for construction work over the past 5 years indicates an 
upward trend.” 

Under subheading, Comment on State’s cost estimates, paragraph 2, we find 
this statement. “To supply these facilities, Bechtel believes that a sum of 
approximately $35 million should be included in the estimates of the proposed 
route Nos, 1, 2, 3, 6, and 7, and Bechtel’s modified routes 9, 10, and 11, however, 
no such allowance has been included in Bechtel’s estimates.” This is one of 
the numerous instances where items involving millions of dollars have been 
completely disregarded and I am certain that the aggregate costs could run 
into hundreds of millions of dollars. 

Other items open to question are chapter III-18 under afterbay dams, third 
paragraph, “The State’s preliminary exploration indicates that competent rock 
for a dam of this height is present, but these investigations were insufficient to 
be conclusive.” The second paragraph of this same page refers to afterbay 
dam No. 2 downstream from Oroville Dam. The report has this to say. “If 
only risks to the structure were involved, this would be a reasonable conclusion. 
However, if this embankment were overtopped, there is a strong possibility that 
a section of the dam would fail with a relatively sudden release of a large volume 
of water under more than 40 feet of head. The resulting possibility of loss of 
life and property in the highly developed downstream area would constitute’ 
an intolerable risk. It is therefore concluded by Fechtel that the proposed design 
is not acceptable.” In the last paragraph on page 19 the Bechtel revort makes 
this statement that the data for making a design upon which to base a realistic 
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cost estimate are not available and that the costs were estimated on the basis 
of State design with the reservation that the cost allowances were insufficient 
for this particular minor feature of the overall project. 

These quotations above all tend to indicate the inadequacy of the field data 
and not only does Bechtel raise the question of design but again raises the point 
of insufficient allowances for costs. 

On page 19 under “Oroville Dam” Bechtel shows that estimate of foundation 
exeavation is 472,000 yards greater than the State figure. Again this indicates 
increased costs. 

Under “Comments” of III-21 the report states: “Because of the many com- 
plexities and uncertainties concerning both the physical features of the delta 
cross channel and its relationship to other possible developments in the delta 
region, it is not possible at this time to draw firm conclusions concerning specific 
physical features and costs of the proposed plan.” This is another indication 
of lack of complete data and cost factors. 

Under “Geology” of I11-22 the examination of both the Airpoint and Ever- 
green Dam sites show that the investigations were of a reconnaissance nature 
and that no subsurface investigations were made." This will necessitate test 
boring before final design is completed. In connection with service for Liver- 
more Valley and the Santa Clara Valley suggestions embodied in chapter III, 
page 23, appear to show that alternate locations would be cheaper and more 
advantageous than the plan proposed by the State in its Feather River report. 


MORE DETAILED INVESTIGATIONS NEEDED 


Chapter III, page 26, paragraph 1, indicates by the following quotation that 
it will be a substantial period of years before the entire capacity of the San 
Luis Reservoir is necessary for the Feather River project. Quoting from the 
report, it states: “If project demands develop as fast as estimated by Bechtel, 
the total reservoir capacity of 2.1 million acre-feet will be required in about 
15 years.” Concerning the embankment of the dam proposed by the State for 
the San Luis Reservoir the report states on page 26, paragraph 2: “However, 
since the San Andreas fault ig only about 45 miles to the west, the assumed 
seismic force of 0.1 gravity may be exceeded and it is therefore concluded that 
the dam section proposed by the State is not adequate.” All of these facts 
add up to the necessity for detailed and time-consuming investigations before 
proper design and information sufficiently detailed to warrant construction is 
available to the State and to contractors for bid purposes. 

Under III-31 the disadvantage of off-peak electric energy for pumping plant 
No. 1 as opposed to the Bureau’s use of Tracy pumping plant and Delta-Mendota 
Canal on round-the-clock pumping is apparent from the second paragraph on 
that page under the heading “Operating Characteristics.” The report states: 
“The exclusive use of off-peak electric energy at pumping plant No. 1 would 
result in a 46.5-percent reduction of plant pumping potential, as water flowing 
past the intake during on-peak hours could not be recovered to any significant 
extent during off-peak hours.” In other words, unnecessarily large quantities 
of water would still be wasting to the sea that might be recovered by the con- 
tinuous pumping operations which are designed to be a part of the Federal 
San Luis project. 

In connection with the Feather River aqueducts the report states in the 
first paragraph on page 43: “It is to be noted, however, that the geologic 
investigations of the various routes which have been accomplished to date are, 
in most cases, of a preliminary nature and Bechtel concurs in the State’s 
recommendation that comprehensive supplemental investigations be completed 
prior to final design of the Feather River project.” Again this spells more 
time, more money, before the project can get underway. 

It is noted under III-80 in the third paragraph that in figuring the costs of 
water the State has ignored interest payments on general fund contributions. 
This again tends to give an unrealistic cost picture when endeavoring to arrive 
at a definite water price for a given area. It is noted in III-87, the last two 
paragraphs, that the design elements involving the Lost Creek Dam founda- 
tions require more careful determinations concerning the source of suitable 
materials for the 4,994,000 cubic yards of fill. On III-88, paragraph 1, the 
report states: “The State’s Forbestown tunnel cost estimate is based on a 
length approximately 1,000 feet shorter than the actual length shown on the 
plans.” This would appear to be a considerable error on an 18,340-foot tunnel. 
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ECONOMICS OF POWER GENERATION AT OROVILLE DAM QUESTIONED 


In the last paragraph of LV-8 “Economy and benetits of generating power,” 


the report states and I quote: “The generating of hydroelectric power at Oro 
vile Dam is a seeming natural and logical step but, whether or not it is an 
economic step is dependent on charging a sufficient fraction of the dam costs 
to water regulation and delivery and to flood protection to bring the power gen- 
eration costs within competitive range. For example, considering the Oroville 
Reservoir, dams and powerplant combined cost of $418,661,000 from State 
report, table 1, and the installed capacity of 440,000 kilowatts, the installed 
cost is $950 per kilowatt. This is many times the cost of a thermal-electric 
plant. For typical competitive hydroelectric plants, the cost would be expected 
to fall in the range of $200 to S400 per kilowatt, or between $88 million and 
$176 million for the balance chargeable to power generation after benefits are 
deducted for municipal water supply, irrigation, and flood control Conse 
quently, the generation of power at Oroville should be considered a means of 
defraying only a part of the cost of the Oroville Dam. 


ADEQUACY OF ECONOMIC STUDY OF SERVICI ARLAS 


Under Chapter V: Water Demand, referring to the service areas as shown ir 
the Feather River report, Bechtel has this to say in the third paragraph of that 
page: “When it was ascertained that the schedules were not bused on such eco- 
nomic studies of the proposed service areas, Stanford Research Institute was 
requested to make such studies to the extent possible in the limited time available 
in order that some reasonable conclusions could be drawn in these matters that 
so vitally affect the economic payout and financial aspects of the proje ct. (Italies 


supplied. ) 

Under V—11, subheading “Antelope Valley-Mohave Desert area.’ the Feathe 
River report places the use of 600,000 acre-feet of the 1.800.000 acre-feet to le 
delivered to sonthern California in the Antelope Vallev-Mohave Desert area Mhie 


report in the first paragraph under that heading on pave 11 has this to say: ‘The 


institute’s report finds that the price which irrigation can afford toe pay in th 

area is materially less than the cost at which project water can be delivered. | 
also finds that industrial and municipal use for many years to come Can be met 
from local seurces and would furnish only a limited market for projeet water 

This would appear to eliminate Antelope Valley-Mohave Desert area. 


SUMMARY 


If Bechtel Corp. had recommended a specific Feather River project, the ] 
apparently would have been about as follows: 

1. A year of intensive field investigation and office work to prepare final designs 
for initial units. 

2. Construct an 11,000 cubic-feet-per-second aqueduct from the delta to San Luis 
Creek (use of Delta-Mendota Canal specifically rejected) ; either a 1 million acre 
foot or a 2 million acre-foot San Luis Reservoir (depending upon the first year’s 
investigation) ; an 8,000 cubic-feet-per-second aqueduct from San Luis Creek to 
Wheeler Ridge; pumping plants at Tracy and San Luis Creeks designed to ope 
ate with off-peak power. 

3. About 1976 construct Oroville Dam and powerplant (installed capacity of 
380,000 kilowatts) and extend the aqueduct over the Tehachapi and down Castai: 
Creek to Granada Hills Reservoir ; install pumping plants and regulatory storage 
as required ; install powerplant on Castaic Creek. 


UNANSWERED QUESTIONS 


The foregoing program would present these problems which bechtel identifies 
but does not answer : 

1. Can Oroville be delayed in view of the need for flood control? 

2. What agencies will contract for water (which Bechtel recommends would 
precede construction of the main project works) and construct and finance the 
distribution systems? 

3. Will definite areas be assigned definite amounts of water and definit 
shares of the cost and, if so, what agency will do the assigning * 
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OTHER QUESTIONS 


Bechtel’s report also leads to these questions which Bechtel did not identify: 

1. How long will initial construction be delayed if it is necessary to organize 
distributing agencies and execute repayment contracts first? 

2. Should cost allocations be on the basis of ability to pay or on the basis of 
the cost of service? 

3. Since project revenues will unquestionably vary from estimates, how will the 
use of general fund money be regulated and how will the market price of the 
bonds vary according to the types of regulation? 

1. Chart on operation of San Luis Reservoir (in back part of State engineer’s 
February 1955 report on FRP) shows: 

a. 11,000 cubic feet per second canal from Italian Slough to San Luis Reservoir, 
and 268,000-kilowatt pumping plant at head end, would be used only 10 months 
out of 360 months of study. 

b. Capacity in excess of 7,000 cubic feet per second would be used only in 
scattered winter months when Delta-Mendota Canal is partially or completely 
empty. 

2. Bechtel (ch. III, p. 77, et seq.) dismisses State permanent use of Delta- 
Mendota Canal as substitute for last 4,000 cubic feet per second capacity in new 
canal. Dismissal is very light as matter of logic. 

3. Question. 

Why should State expend large sums of capital (order of $40 to $60 million) 
in extra capacity of 11,000 cubic feet per second canal to be operated few months 
of each year while already constructed Delta-Mendota Canal ($70 million in- 
vested) stands idle? Can't State and Federal Government get together on a deal 
which would lighten financial load in State? 


Parr II 
CHAPTER I. SUMMARY AND RECOM MENDATIONS 


Because of time limitations all aspects of Bechtel review proceeded simul- 
taneously except for financing plans. Review of financing plans was deferred 
until all features received a check verification or Bechtel’s differences had been 
developed for the basic high line program. Review tasks were divided as indi- 
cated by list of consultants. 

The relationship of the Feather River project to the California water plan 
cannot at present be defined because the master plan has not been completed. It 
is known, however, that the Feather River project is not intended to serve all 
areis presently deficient or expecting deficiencies in the near future (such as 
Contra Costa County), nor is it intended to satisfy ultimate requirements in 
the areas which it will serve. More works in both the near and distant future, 
including perhaps another aqueduct paralleling that of the Feather River project, 
will be needed. The State’s estimates of demands and absorption show that addi- 
tional deliveries will be needed in the following areas in the years indicated: 


Fresno, Kings, and northern Kern Counties area 1972 
Southern Kern County area 1972 
Alameda, Santa Clara, and San Benito Counties area 

Southern California 


3echtel believes the State’s absorption periods may be too long and that they 
should be restudied and that perhaps the aqueduct capacity should be increased 
to guarantee adequate water for at least 15 years after completion. This would 
require additional regulated water supplies above the delta. 

Bechtel mentions Biemond plan and states that a confined Delta Cross Chan- 
nel rather than unconfined as in the Feather River project, is more desirable. 

Bechtel] mentions San Luis unit of the Central Valley project and says there 
is a question as to whether the San Luis unit fits in physically and economically 
with the State’s plan. 

Bechtel describes the Trinity project and says that: (1) if San Luis unit is 
not built, 525,000 acre-feet annually will be available in the Delta for the 
Feather River project and; (2) a good deal of this water would result from power 
releases and would come at times of maximum flow in the Delta and therefore 
would not be useful to Feather River project. 
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CHAPTER 2. WATER STUDIES 


Water supply studies at two points—Oroville and the Delta. In addition to 
amounts of water, the quality of water was considered. 

Water supplies of Feather River project are more than adequate to meet sched- 
uled project demands. 

Of 730,000 acre-feet of firm water supplied to Feather River service area, 
Oroville Dam should receive credit for 55,000 acre-feet. 

Assuming 2,100,000 acre-feet of storage at San Luis, Oroville Dam would not 
be needed until demands south of the Delta reached 2,900,000 acre-feet annually. 
Assuming 1,000,000 acre-feet of storage at San Luis, Oroville would not be re- 
quired until demand south of the Delta reaches 1,700,000 acre-feet annually. 
Bechtel regards these water supply estimates as conservative because no credit 
was taken for Trinity water, 4,500 acre-feet was set aside for salinity control 
and the analysis allowed for full development of Sacramento Canals and most 
of Folsom unit but no return flow from these units was considered. 

Pechtel recommends that the question of flood control operation at Oroville be 
restudied, that the relative economics of maintaining higher head at Oroville 
while using some alternative flood control methods be examined, that the corps 
accepted procedures be used for these studies, and that the United States be asked 
to coutribute the resulting justifiable flvuod control allocation. 

Bechtel says additional fish, wildlife, and recreational benefits would result 
from construction of Oroville but makes no recommendation for obtaining Fed- 
eral or State nonreimbursable money on these grounds. 3echtel concludes 
that quality of water at the aqueduct intake is, and probably will remain, “suit- 
able for all uses contemplated in the project.’ Bechtel reiterates that physically 
separate channels through the delta for Sacramento and San Joaquin Rivers 
wou'd nsure good quality. 

State says (p. 22 of.its report) that in the Feather River service area a firm 
irrig tion supply of 730,000 acre-feet per year can be provided by Teather 
River project and this can be increased to 970,000 acre-feet, if needed, by cutting 
nto power. State says only 450,000 acre-feet are available now in a dry year. 
Bechtel, quoting State's appendix E-1 says 578,000 acre-feet annually. This 
s equivalent to 150,000 acre-feet of storage space. About 300,000 acre-feet 
of storage space would be needed to increase firm yield for Feather River project 
to $970,000 acre-feet according to Bechtel. 

rechtel recommends investi ation of possible alternative spillway operating 
procedures and spillway design capacities to see if overall saving in costs 

il/or water sto-ed can he effected. Bechtel notes that the annual flood control 
benefits attributable to Oroville Dam as computed by the State and the corps 
lie not Within reasonable agreement and recommends that the flood control 
aspects be reanalyzed using standard procedures of the corps. These differ 
from the assumptions and procedures of the State. 

In giving results of Bechtel’s water supply studies the following statement is 
mde: “Using the same base water supply figures as the State, but without Oro- 
ville Dam, and the anticipated 1980 water supply demands in all areas, a routing 
w. s made which showed no significant deficiencies in any of the dry years of the 
1921-51 period studies.” 

“Even without separate channels, the water quality in the delta probably will 
not be severely affected by the Feather River project. Factors tending to im- 
prove future quality will be increased by summer flows from Central Valley 
project reservoirs and improving return flows from irrigation in the Sacramento 
Valley. A factor tending to produce water of poorer quality will be the increased 
return flow from newly irrigated lands princinally in the San Joaquin Valley 
under Feather River project and Central Valley project development.” 


CHAPTER III. ENGINEERING FEASIBILITY AND COST ESTIMATES 


Oroville Dam, Reservoir.—Afterbays and powerplants all essentially O. K. 

Delta Cross Channel.—Bechtel again states a confined cross-channel is de- 
sirable and feasible. “However, the presently undefined relationship of this 
proposed channel to various barrier and salinity control schemes makes it im- 
practicable to determine at this time what portion of the physical features or 
their costs, if any, should be considered as an integral part of the Feather River 
project.” 

Alameda-Santa Clara-San Benito Branch—All Bechtel really says about this 
is that the State has used standard designs and the data required for a real de- 
sign job are not available. 
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San Luis Dam and Reservoir—*“Additional foundation exploration should 
be made to determine the permeability of the gravelly clay encountered by pre 
vious drilling about 140 feet below the surface. Further investigations are 
also required to determine the type and depth of cutoff required for the dam 

“The San Luis Reservoir is required for initial operation of the project and 
Sechtel concurs that the full reservoir capacity will be required to meet ultimate 
project demands. The advisability of two-stage construction of this facility as 
proposed by the State should be reevaluated at the time that realistic comparative 
cost estimates can be prepared. 

“An independent analysis of the dam embankment was made, using the 
standard methods outlined by the State engineer. On the basis of this analysis 
Bechtel concludes that the dam section as proposed by the State would be 
inadequate. It is also Bechtel’s opinion that the design values proposed for 
earthquake forces should be increased because the dam would be located within 
a major active fault area. When this is done the safety factor of the State’s 
design is further reduced. Bechtel’s studies and preliminary estimate accord 
ingly are based upon a revised section for the dam. 

“Supplemental subsurface investigations are needed to develop a source of 
additional pervious material close to the damsite. Soil testing of borrow mate 
rials is required for use as a basis in determining final design. 

“In view of the considerable height of the embankment, its location in a seismic 
area, and the importance of dependent structures, a modification to permit inspec 
tion and maintenance of the full length of the outlet conduit at all times is 
believed justified. 

“Because of the limited drainage area, the spillway does not present a major 
problem and the proposed spillway is considered adequate.” 

Pumping plants—Mostly these seem acceptable except that Bechtel favors 
more forebays and afterbays. Bechtel apparently is concerned over the State's 
ability to operate pumping plants IV, V, and VI in unison with pumping plant 
III, because it recommends forebays and afterbays for these plants. (State 
report shows Buena Vista forebay at mile 410 and Quail Lake afterbay at mile 
$75 with pumping plants ITI, [V, V, and VI in between.) Bechtel also emphasizes 
the utility of an afterbay at pumping plant II-A discharge. Bechtel says “While 
the preliminary design drawings and pumping plants specifications prepared by 
the State are adequate for preliminary design and estimates, a considerable 
amount of additional study should be applied in the final engineering work 
to determine unit operational requirements, appropriate sizes, and most advan- 
tageous disposition of equipment consistent with aqueduct and water supply 
limitations.” Bechtel also hints that these pumping plants, although not without 
precedent in any given respect, represent an unprecedented combination of 
unusual characteristics and much design work will be needed before construction. 

Main aqueducts.—Again Bechtel makes free use of the word “preliminary” 
in concurring with the State’s proposals. Bechtel does mention that no one 
ean reasonably foresee the number of miscellaneous structures such as drains. 
siphons, bridges, checks, etc. In general, the tunnel quantities estimated by 
Bechtel are somewhat higher than the State’s. 

Distribution of project water.—Bechtel concurs with the State that the Feather 
River project should not go beyond canal side. 

Project operation and maintenance.—Bechtel believes more people should be 
assigned to pumping plants I and II, that the allocations for general expense- 
and for operation and maintenance should be increased, and that the need for 
permanent housing at Oroville Dam should be reviewed at time of construction. 
Otherwise O&M is O. K. 

Possible modifications and alternates—By rescheduling Oroville releases and 
providing an afterbay for pumping plant IIA, an annual net power savings of 
$3,619,000. Bechtel specifically rejects use of Delta-Mendota capacity and says 
an independent 11,000 cubic feet per second conduit from the delta to San Luis 
is justified. Bechtel says over a 71-year period water delivered via Castaic 
power development route would be less costly than the coastal route. In arriv- 
ing at this conclusion Bechtel reassigned Antelope Valley water to the San 
Joaquin Valley and used a steeper rate of growth in the San Joaquin Valley and 
then allocated costs on some proportionate-use method, 

Bechtel’s method of checking costs 

For pumping plants Bechtel checked those of high line, route 1. Differences 

found here were carried to all routes and plants. Bechtel reviewed route 1 


locations in the field. Bechtel checked right-of-way eosts for a test section of 
route 1 and applied resulting 8 percent upward adjustment to all right-of-way 
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osts. Neither the State nor Bechtel made allowance for increasing construc 
tion costs. Afterbays between Buena Vista and Quail Lake would cost $35 mil 
lion but Bechtel did not include this sum in its estimates. Bechtel did inelude 
an additional $30 million for forebays and afterbays on the coastal route. Bechtel 
notes that the Junction Point barrier plan allowed $33 million for the cross 
channel while the F. R. P. allowed only $8,320,000. Bechtel checked the State’s 
cost estimate insofar as practicable. Bechtel notes that neither drainage nor 
distribution facilities have been included in the cost estimates and that both 
will cost considerable. Bechtel believes that about 1 year of extensive field work 
will be required prior to preparation of final designs and specificatiens. Bechtel 
says the northern portion of the aqueduct ean be built in 8 years but not the 
entire thing from Delta to Wheeler Ridge. Number of contractors who can 
handle the specialized work is limited and probably it would be more economical! 
to stretch out the construction period than to finance the entry of additional 
ontractors. 

The State’s presentation of the proposed coastal pumping plants and relift 
plant consists essentially of stating the location, number, and size of units, and 
penstoek length for each plant. Costs were estimated on a unit price per cubic 
foot per second of capacity. 

Cross-drainage structure.—Handling cross-drainage on these long reaches 
of the Feather River aqueduct proposed for open-cut construction will present 
nnumerable local and special problems which are not within the scope of either 
the State’s preliminary report or this review. 

In discussing O&M Bechtel says, “Considering the many variables, the State 
allocation for canals appears adequate for a preliminary estimate. 

Bechtel questions need for permanent housing at Oroville because of proximity 
of the city of Oroville. 

if Trinity were used instead of Oroville to firm up delta water for the F. R. P. 
the cost of Trinity water in the delta would be about $3.90 compared to $3.60 
for Oroville (40-year amortization). 

if Oroville is not built initially then San Luis alone can supply the demand 
south of the delta until 1971 when delta delivery will have to equal 1,728,000 
acre-feet. At this point the on-peak power requirements would go up rapidly 
at plants I, ITA and IIB unless Oroville were built. Power savings alone would 
justify construction of Oroville whenever the demand reached 2,494,000 acre-feet 
annually. Without regard for power Oroville would not be needed to supply 
water until the demand reached 2,890,000 acre-feet. 

Bechtel would reduce Oroville dependable capacity from 410,000 kilowatts t 
$80,000 kilowatts. This would allow rescheduling of Oroville releases so that 
P. P. 1. could operate off-peak and reduce the project’s on-peak capacity require 
ments by 97,200 kilowatts. Net annual saving would be $2,196,000. The Oroville 
capacity between 380,000 and 410,000 kilowatts would be sold as nondependable 

Bechtel suggests the State insert an afterbay at the head of San Luis Canal 
to avoid on-peak pumping into the canal. 

Value of Delta-Mendota Canal used in conjunction with FRP. Value of the 
surplus capacity of the Delta-Mendota Canal with respect to the Feather River 
project. 

There is surplus capacity in the Delta-Mendota Canal during certain months 
of the year and the Bureau of Reclamation proposes to use this capacity in con- 
junction with a 1,000,000 acre-feet San Luis Reservoir to supply 1,250,000 acre- 
feet of water annually to a portion of the San Joaquin Valley. The report of 
the regional director, dated May 6, 1955, stated that the Central Valley project, 
San Luis unit could be coordinated readily with the Feather River plan of the 
State of California, when constructed. 

The Feather River project proposes to supply 3,880,000 acre-feet of water 
annually. Its proposed service area includes all of the west side of the San 
Joaquin Valley beyond San Luis Reservoir, plus southern California. The 
State’s water deliveries would be 2,630,000 acre-feet more than those proposed 
by the Bureau. Since the objectives of the two plans are not comparable, 
the USBR San Luis unit cannot be considered as a substitute for any portion 
of the State’s Feather River project without first providing similar total ac- 
complishments. The USBR Central Valley project considers its operation on 
a unit basis and any new additions to the system are evaluated only after being 
integrated into the complete system. Comparisons are then based on the re- 
sultant operations and total net benefits. 


78891—56——14 
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It is accepted that surplus capacity exists in the Delta-Mendota Canal but 
to use this surplus capacity, the operation of the Delta-Mendota Canal would 
have to be coupled with San Luis Reservoir. The State recognized that such 
surplus capacity exists and in early studies used it, supplemented by a new 
7,000 cubic feet per second canal from the delta to provide its San Luis require- 
ments. In their final studies, however, the Senate subsituted an 11,000 cubic 
feet per second canal for the above combination. The San Luis Reservoir as 
proposed by the State would provide an ultimate storage capacity of approxi- 
mately 2,100,000 acre-feet of water to meet ultimate project requirements. The 
Sureau of Reclamation proposes to build a 1,000,000 acre-feet reservoir with 
provision for raising at a later date. 

Bechtel finds that there is no present assurance that the surplus capacity 
of the Delta-Mendota Canal can be used for Feather River project service 
where operation of the Delta-Mendota Canal, or any of its capacity, is for pur- 
poses separate from the Central Valley project system. 

When determining what the price of water should be from the Delta-Mendota 
Canal at San Luis Creek, power costs for pumping at Tracy would become a 
complex factor. Power presently used by the Bureau for the CVP at the Tracy 
pumping plant is charged at 2.5 mills per kilowatt-hour. Use of the surplus 
capacity of the Deita-Mendota Canal with power for pumping furnished by 
CVP would require water releases from CVP storage reservoirs solely for 
power generation at times when there are surplus water flows in the delta. 
No direct CVP irrigation benefits would be realized from such releases. It is 
therefore, probable that the price for water delivered by the CVP to the State 
at San Luis Creek would be determined by appropriate proportioning of the 
total CVP operating expenses. 

Use of surplus capacity in the Delta-Mendota Canal to supplement a 7,000 cubic 
feet per second Feather River project aqueduct in lieu of providing the 11,000 
cubie feet per second aqueduct as proposed by the State, would result in a 
material increase in the Feather River project on-peak power requirements. 
Bechtel studies indicate that the resultant increase in total operational costs 
would reach a magnitude during the amortization period that would more than 
equal initial economic advantages of using the existing Delta-Mendota Canal. 

For example, assuming amortization of construction bonds in 70 years, it is 
indicated taht the maximum price which the State could afford to pay the CVP 
for water from the Delta-Mendota Canal at San Luis Creek would range between 
$3.50 per acre-foot in 1961, decreasing to zero by 1979. The USBR San Luis 
report specifies $3.50 an acre-foot for class I water supply for the San Joaquin 
Valley and delta areas presently served by existing facilities. 


TABULATION III-M.—Comparison of cost of delivered water using Bechtel figures 
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The foregoing tabulation is on the basis of 576,000 acre-feet going to north 
Kern County instead of Antelope Valley. Also Bechtel has extended 2 or 3 
of the State’s routes so that all routes will provide equal service. The above 
figures are water costs as opposed to the State’s figures which are merely a 
suggested scale of prices adequate to repay the costs. The figures do not include 
interest on general fund contributions which would only serve to magnify the 
differences hetween plans without altering their relation to one another accord- 
ing to Bechtel. 
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Water demands (ultimate) 1,000 acre-feet 


| Fresno, Kings, South Kern | Southern Cali- 
|} and West Kern County fornia 
County 
201, 000 
1, 224, 000 


CHAPTER IV——-PROJECT POWER 


The whole of chapter IV merely endorses selling as much onpeak power at 
Oroville as possible and buying as much offpeak power for pumping as possible. 
It says there would be no advantage to steam plant because of the low cost 
of purchased power. 
CHAPTER V—WATER DEMAND 


Bechtel found that the State had made no economic studies at all on which to 
base its scheduled water deliveries and revenues. Bechtel, therefore, asked 
Stanford Research Institute to make such studies and apparently also hired extra 
consultants (Harding) to help out. Apparently chapter V is Harding’s work 
because chaper V is supposed to “treat upon but not duplicate” the SRI report. 

Under General limitations requiring recognition, Bechtel says, “The State 
engineer’s report describes the physical features and estimated costs of a pro- 
posed project. It also shows a balance sheet between costs and revenues pro- 
vided certain amounts of water can be sold at certain prices with a certain 
rate of increase in demand. There is little support in the State engineer’s re- 
port for the assumptions on these items.” Bechtel goes on to point out that 
until firm canalside water prices are established and a policy as to by whom and 
how the distribution systems will be built and financed no realistic timetables 
can be established. Bechtel goes on to say, “the limitations on present results 
relating to a market demand are obvious. However, they have been omitted 
or overlooked in much past discussion, including to a considerable extent the 
report of the State engineer.” 

Conclusions (summarized) 

Service areas proposed can absorb all the water the FRP can develop. 

Allowable prices are $7-9 acre-foot, in San Joaquin Valley, $25 and even up 
to $45 in southern California (urban) and $17.50 to $22.50 in Alameda-San 
Benito (urban). 


Bechtel’s projected growth of demand 


| 5 | | 
San Joaquin | Antelope Valley-| South Coastal Alameda-Santa 


Valley | Mojave Dezert Clara 


| 
1,000 acre-feet 
} ; 





Conclusions 


Have to be general obligation bonds. 

Amortization over 70-year period. 

Term bonds maturing on fixed dated not more than 50 years after issuance 
but callable recommended. 

Interest would be 2.7 percent. 

For routes 1 and 10A single year issues o. k. 

For route 8A the 17th—19th years issues may give trouble. 
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Bechtel analyzed routes 1, SA, and 10A financially to arrive at above cor 
clusions. Used the following water charges: 


Water charges— Dollars per acre-foo 


Route 1 Route 8A Route 


Fresno-Kings, North Ker 
South Kern County 
4lameda, Santa Clar 


Southern Califor 


About the only variations Bechtel introduced were that no revenue or expense 
in connection with Big Bend powerplant, and less heavy debt service in ear 
years by spreading general fund contributions over a longer period of years 
Bechtel states that by sticking to the State’s original schedule of general fund 
contributions, the price of water could be reduced several dollars per acre-foot 

S.R.I. report. (No remarks.) 


[LAPTER VI. FINANCIAL FEASIBILITY 


Bonds will be issued as each construction step proceeds in amounts necessary 
to carry construction for a year plus the interest on the year’s cost for the period 
until the construction of the unit is complete. Idle funds will be reinvested in 
short-term United States obligations (2 percent). Each bond issue will mature 
on a fixed date not exceeding 50 years from issuance. No principal repayment 
will be made during the first 10 years of the life of the bonds. As bonds mature, 
or at prior times if interest rates are favorable, the bonds will be refinanced in 
such a way as to make the final maturity date of each bond issued fall on ths 
70th year after the first bond was issued. Principal payments on bonds will tv 
on an equal annual basis. 

Using as an example State Route 1 and the State’s method of bond retirement 
the total construction cost would be $1,609,658,000. Principal payments would 
begin in year 11, increase to $62,241,000 per year in the 40th year, and decrease 
to 0 at the end of the 70th vear. General fund obligations would begin in 3rd 
year and extend through 42d year, reaching $29,064,000 in the 21st year. Excess 
project revenues would begin in the 43d year and increase to $58,950,000 per year 
by end of the 70th year. Using the recommended financing plan, the same con- 
struction cost and sequence, the principal payments would begin in the 11th year 
and increase uniformly to $62,606,000 per year in the 70th year (last year pay 
ments required). General fund obligations would begin in 3d year and extend t: 
70th year, but greatest single year would be $17,248,000 in 21st year. Excess proj 
ect revenues would occur only in 387th and 38th vears. In the first instance genera! 
fund would pay a total of $699,517,000 spread over 40 years. In second instance 
the general fund would pay $367,655,000 spread over 68 years in the middle of 
which no payments would be required in 2 years. The first case would require 
bond issues totaling $1,705,694,000 spread over 31 years, with a maximum annual 
issue of $211,599,000. The second case would require total bond issue of 
$1,.713.665,000 over 31 years, of which the greatest annual issue would be $199,- 
192,000. 


COMMENTS ON THE SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS CONTAINED IN THE BECHTE! 
ReEPoRT “ENGINEERING AND FINANCIAL ASPECTS OF THE FEATHER RIVER PROJECT.” 
Turis Report Betnc A REVIEW OF THE REPORT OF THE STATE ENGINEER OF THE 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA ON “PROGRAM FOR FINANCING AND CONSTRUCTING THE 
FEATHER RIVER PROJECT AS THE INITIAL UNIT OF THE CALIFORNIA WATER PLAN’ 


(By Roy Whitaker, consultant, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs 
United States Senate) 


On December 31, 1955, the Bechtel Corp. submitted to the Honorable J. Howard 
Williams, Chairman, Joint Committee on Water Problems, California Legis 
lature, the “Bechte] Repert,” on the “Engineering, Economic, and Financia 
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~pect of the Feather River Project,’ which covers the review of the State 
ngineer’s report, “Program for Financing and Constructing the Feather River 
Project as the Initial Unit of the California Water Plan.” 

In reviewing the report of the State engineer, Bechtel utilized the services of 
the following consultants and consulting organizations : 


\. H. Ayers, cost estimates and construction schedules 
S$. Connell, upper Feather River area water problems 

Dean K. Fuhriman, hydrology 

john J. Hammond, Oroville Dam design 

Sidney T. Harding, water economics and demands 

tarl A. Heinze, project operation and maintenance 

Julian Hinds, project engineering and economics 

Walter L. Huber, project engineering and economics 

4. Kempkey, water economics and demands 

4. A. Mathews, Oroville Dam cost estimate and schedule 

H. R. MecBirney, aqueduct design and operation 

Roger Rhoades, project geology 

American Right of Way and Appraisal Contractors, rights of way, estimated 
acquisition costs 

fuder Engineering Co., relocation of facilities in Oroville Reservoir 

Stanford Research Institute, water economies and demands 

Blyth & Co.; Stone & Youngberg; Heller Bruce & Co., financial analysts 


BECHTEL INTRODUCTION 


The rapid growth of population and the expanding economy of the State of 
Valifornia require the orderly comprehensive development and conservation of 
be State’s natural resources, of which water suitable for domestic, irrigation 
ud industrial use is one of the most vital. 

lt appears appropriate that the State of California should accept this urgent 
ud complex problem of water as primarily a State problem. A program for 
such water developments must comprise projects that are integrated parts 
f an overall water plan adopted and approved by the people of the State through 
heir representation by the legislature, and the projects proposed must be within 

limits of accepted economics, engineering and financing. 

fhe proposed Feather River project covered in this review would be a part 
f this overall development, and our report considers only its engineering, 
onomic, and financial aspects. This report dees not propose, however, to offer 
. solution to the well recognized and expressed conflicts of interest arising from 
the provisions of the current water code, and more particularly the counties 
f origin and watershed protection statutes thereof, as they apply or may be 
nterpreted to apply to the diversions and allocations of waters essential to 
the operation of the proposed project. Active and informed interests, represented 
by members and committees of the legislature, officials of the State executive 
departments, and the legal representatives of affected bodies, both public and 
private, have been and are seeking an equitable and acceptable solution to these 
problems. Our review and conclusions drawa thereon are predicated upon the 
assumption that legislative and/or judicial solutions will be effected that will 
permit the operation of the Feather River project as planned. 

OComments.—The report covers only the engineering, economic, and financial 
uspects of the Feather River plan and does not propose to consider the matter 
of the determination of water rights, or to the conflicting interests as repre- 
sented under the county of origin act and other similar situations. It is of 
itmost importance that such matters be settled prior to any construction under 
the proposal. It has been pointed out in testimony before interested committees 
that the areas of need would be unwilling to participate financially in any plan 
that would not guarantee a firm source of water in perpetuity. Any assumption 
that these matters will settle themselves in the future is hardly consistent with 
xood planning and should be resolved either by legislative or court action. A 
satisfactory allocation of waters between the areas of need and the areas of 
origin on a permanent basis should be the primary consideration of the authori- 
ties prior to the institution of any construction activities. Resolution of engi- 
neering, economic, and financial problems are generally based on facts, while 
those of the determination of water rights deal largely with the human element 
hat are net always subject to settlement on the same basis. 
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BECHTEL’S CONCLUSIONS 


Economic feasibility 

A comprehensive and orderly development of the State of California’s water 
resources is essential, and the existing and incipient deficiencies in several areas 
require settlement of sectional, policy, and legal differences hampering or pre- 
venting coordinated action to initiate such developments for the common good. 

An urgent requirement now exists for supplemental water supplies, adequate 
in quantity and satisfactory in quality, to augment present supplies of domestic 
and irrigation water in the western San Joaquin Valley. Demands for similar 
supplemental water supplies will exist in the several other service areas pro- 
posed for service by the Feather River project. A market will therefore be 
available for all the water the project will develop and deliver to those respective 
areas at the times and in the amounts indicated in the report. The Feather 
River project is a logical component of an essential overall water development 
of the State’s water resources to serve those areas. 

Bechtel agrees with the State engineer’s conclusion that the proposed water 
supplies are satisfactory in quality and are adequate in quantity to meet the 
Feather River project demands as scheduled. 

Comments.—The determination of quantity and quality are based on careful 
engineering studies of available records and can only be presumed to be adequate 
and factual and of sufficient scope to guarantee the validity of the conclusions 
reached that the supply is sufficient. 

On the basis of water availability in the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta, 
and apart from consideration of a recognized requirement for flood control 
below the dam site, completion of Oroville Dam can be delayed until such time 
that water delivery demands of the Feather River project reach a total of 
approximately 2,900,000 acre-feet annually. It is indicated, however, that 
resultant reduction in pumping costs will justify the completion of Oroville 
facilities when total project deliveries reach 2,500,000 acre-feet annually. These 
conclusions are based on the assumption that maximum utilization will be made 
of the San Luis Reservoir and that there will be no unforeseen impairment of 
present inflow into the delta. 

Comments.—It must be recognized that the State engineer’s report as well as 
the report of Bechtel were considered and prepared prior to the disastrous floods 
on the Feather River in December of 1955 and January of 1956. Had the re- 
ports been prepared after the floods it is probable that the suggested delay in 
the construction of Oroville Dam, based on irrigation requirements would have 
been modified to provide for such construction as one of the first phases of the 
Feather River project. Since the proposed method of financing the project is by 
the issuance of general obligation bonds of the State of California, it is of prime 
importance to those areas in which the disaster took place and in others similarly 
situated that flood control, whether by Federal assistance or by the action of the 
State alone be assured that protection against floods be guaranteed at the earliest 
possible time, rather than to delay until such time as the irrigation demands 
south of the delta require additional upstream storage to service the demands 
to the south. The time schedule contained in the Bechtel report, does not reflect 
a realistic view of the requirements of the areas subject to recurring floods. 

Bechtel’s estimates of total construction costs for the high line, route 1, of the 
State renort were found to be approximately 8 percent higher than those de- 
veloped by the State engineer’s report. Betchel’s cost estimates for the other six 
routes were also higher than the State engineer’s by precentages ranging from 
about 3.5 percent to 8.4 percent. These variations are within the limits which 
may be expected in separately prepared estimates based upon the preliminary in- 
formation available. 

The State report estimates of costs and Bechtel’s review estimates are simi- 
larly based on present-day costs. Actual final project costs will depend on eco- 
nomic conditions prevailing at time of construction, as well as the results of final 
engineering studies. It is also recognized that the value of water at any future 
time will be influenced by the same economic conditions. 

Under present conditions it is our opinion that the respective markets could 
meet the followng canal side prices for project water deliveries and that water 
can be supplied within these price ranges based on present construction costs with 
reasonable contributions from general funds. 


Water costs 


For irrigation in the San Joaquin Valley in the general range of $7 to $9 per 
acre-foot. 
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For urban demand in the south coastal area at $25 and even up to $45 per 
acre-foot. 

For urban demand in the Alameda-Santa Clara-San Benito area prices rep- 
resentative of the costs of such delivery in the general range of $17.50 to $22.50 
per acre-foot. 

In reference to the distribution of project waters Bechtel says that the sale of 
Feather River project water is predicated upon the basis that delivery will be 
made only in wholesale quantities at canal side to distributing agencies, such as 
irrigation and water districts, and that no retail sales would be made to in- 
dividual users. The State assumed further, that these agencies, either separately 
or jointly, will finance, construct, and operate whatever additional facilities are 
necessary for them to take and distribute the project water. From a practical 
standpoint, this presupposes that the necessary distributing agencies exist or 
will be formed, and that they will be able to finance and construct the necessary 
facilities and distribute and sell the water at a cost within the limits of the 
economic value of the water to the users. 

Delivery of large quantities of water to the distributing agencies will re- 
quire major modifications and additions to existing facilities and the con- 
struction of many new facilities. In some cases, substantial reservoirs will 
be required in or near the service areas to store and reregulate the delivered 
flow to the fluctuating demands of the users. Some of these reservoirs may 
require a substantial capacity to store off-season devileries to meet peak-season 
demands and to provide a safety cushion to meet possible emergencies. The 
location of these reservoirs to take best advantage of favorable geographic, 
topographic, and geologic conditions will not always coincide with the best 
position for subsequent distribution of the water. These conditions raise many 
widely differing and complex problems, and basically the problems are quite 
different in the San Joaquin Valley than those encountered in southern 
California. . 

In the San Joaquin Valley, the irrigable areas are relatively close to the 
proposed aqueduct line. This will entail construction of entirely new distri- 
bution systems. Due to the proximity of the San Luis Reservoir, releases 
can be regulated to accommodate fluctuations in demand and to provide nec- 
essary protection against emergencies. It is thus concluded that neither termi- 
nal storage nor conveyance of project water from the aqueduct to points of 
delivery will present unusual problems in the San Joaquin Valley. 

The State report points out there are over 1,000 organizations currently 
active in developing and distributing water in the 36,000 square miles of coastal 
drainage area extending from the city of Santa Barbara southerly to the 
Mexican border. Both local and imported water supplies are being utilized. 
An extremely complex arrangement of water storage and distribution facilities 
is in operation, and the majority of the systems are characterized by their 
continued individual operations and expansion within purely local limits. 

In consideration of the many complex factors, possibilities, and uncertanties, 
Bechtel concurs in the State’s proposals that: 

Feather River project water should be delivered at the aqueduct side in 
wholesale quantities on a contract basis to properly constituted distribution 
agencies. 

The distribution agencies should finance, construct, and operate the neces- 
sary facilities to receive and distribute the project water. 

The patterns of formation and integration of the distribution agencies to 
best serve the various areas will develop in due course as the needs arise, and 
it would not be practicable or desirable to outline at this time any long-range 
detailed plan. 

The cost of conveyance laterals from the main aqueduct, minor regulating 
reservoirs, and distribution systems should not be included in the Feather River 
project costs. 

Comments: In view of these statements the above schedules do no reflect 
the final cost of delivered water to the user, whether it be for irrigation or 
urban uses. In any determination of the project feasibility, in the absence of 
subsidization on the part of the State or some similar instrumentality, the 
net cost to the ultimate consumer must be the basis for determining the eco- 
nomic feasibiliy of the project. It is suggested that further studies should 
be undertaken to determine the additional charges that must be borne by the 
user for distribution of water from canal side to point of use in order to more 
properly determine the final cost to the user. 
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Bechtel agrees that the basic power scheme proposed by the State engineer's 
report is a feasible plan for handling the electric power requirements and 
hydroelectric generation of the Feather River project. 

Bechtel agrees that engineering concepts as proposed by the State engineer 
are considered sound with respect to the scope of the Feather River project. 

Preliminary designs of the project, with certain exceptions, as proposed for 
construction by the State engineer are in accord with good engineering practices 
and controlling project factors. Suggested designed modifications based on the 
review should contribute to the project’s engineering and economic feasibility 
It is reasonable to believe that the further geological investigations and com- 
prehensive subsurface exploration program and the appropriate surveys essential 
to final design will give final confirmation to the engineering feasibility of the 
project. 

Financial feasibility 

Estimated capital costs of the proposed Feather River project are such as to 
require the issuance of bonds. The issuance of State of California general obliga 
tion bonds, to which net revenues of the project are specifically pledged, is recom 
mended as being the most economical and practical means of financing. It is 
estimated that the bonds should be salable at an average interest cost of 2.7 per- 
cent during the approximate 30-year construction period. 

The financial requirements of the project appear to be manageable in relation 
to probable population, income, and wealth of the State, and therefore it is 
our considered judgment that, subject to the conditions outlined in the report, 
it is feasible to fiance the Feather River project with general obligation bonds 
of the State. 

Comments.—Qualified financial analysts have determined that the tax base in 
the State of California is adequate to finance the first unit of the California 
water plan through the issuance of general obligation bonds. Apparently no 
attempt has been made to determine the attitude of the electors of the State 
as to the public sentiment that would be reflected in the bond election to 
authorize such a plan. Although funds are now available and allocated for 
the purpose of acquiring the Oroville Dam site and the San Luis Reservoir site 
as well as to complete advance planning, there is no indication in either report 
that any action has been taken to sound public opinion as to its attitude. Testi- 
mony offered in hearings held heretofore have been generally favorable toward 
the total development of the water resources of the State of California. How- 
ever, most of the testimony offered has been from areas of need and from the 
officials representing organizations whose present primary needs are for either 
additional water or for flood control. A poll of electors conducted by a recog- 
nized and qualified organization in that field might well resolve in advance the 
attitude of the taxpayers toward incurring the indebtedness necessary to finance 
the project. 

Recommendations 

1. That the legislature consider early enactment of legislation which will: 

(a) Clarify existing statutes and codes as they apply to the diversions and 
allocation of waters essential to the planned operation of the proposed Feather 
River project. 

(b) Make appropriate delegation of authority to existing agencies, or create 
any new agency or agencies which the legislature may determine as required 
to effectively finance, construct, and operate the project. 

(c) Authorize and provide the appropriations required for the early initiation 
of action to acquire property and rights-of-way interest necessary for Oroville 
Dam and Reservoir and for San Luis Dam and Reservoir, with their appurtenant 
facilities, exclusive of aqueducts. 

(7d) Define the ultimate project scope in general accord with those major 
areas to be served and the total project supplemental water delivery concepts 
proposed by this Feather River project report review. 

(e) Appropriate funds for earliest start of work on the development of engi- 
neering design for the project, including comprehensive subsurface investiga- 
tions and topographic surveys. 

(f) Submit to the electorate a proposal to authorize issuance of adequate bonds 
to finance construction of the project in a step construction program. It is 
further recommended that the use of funds to be derived from such progressive 
bond sale be conditioned on substantial commitments to purchase project water 
by the several areas to be serviced before the active construction of these por- 
tions of the project providing for service to each area may be undertaken. 
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2’. Federal participation in the cost of Oroville Dam and Reservoir be actively 
developed by the appropriate State executive agency or agencies in view of the 
flood-control benefits which will be derived therefrom. Such Federal participa- 
tion could contribute to the justification of earlier construction of Oroville Dam. 

Comment.—As previously explained there should be no delay in the construc- 
tion of Oroville Dam irrespective of the source of the financing. This portion of 
the project will be a prime factor in favorable consideration of the overall plan 
and any delay could react unfavorably toward the acceptance of the plan of 
financing the complete project. 

3. The agency responsible for the development of the project give considera 
tion to: 

The recommended project modifications of design of major features, such as 
San Luis Dam and Afterbay Dam No. 2 at Oroville, and in project operation in- 
corporated in this report in further project development studies, with particular 
reference to the merits of incorporating those desirable elements of the Biemond 
plan currently under active State engineer study. In this regard and particn- 
larly in reference to the San Luis unit of the Central Valley project, Bechtel offers 
further: “The relative place of the San Luis unit in the proposed California 
water plan and particularly its relation to the Feather River project raises a 
question as to whether the ‘unit,’ as proposed by the Bureau of Reclamation, fits 
in physically and economically with the State’s plan. 

The San Luis unit of the Central Valley project, as proposed by the Bureau of 
Reclamation, is a plan to provide 1,250,000 acre-feet of supplemental water for 
irrigation to approximately 440,000 acres of land on the west side of the San 
Joaquin Valley and also to provide additional municipal water supplies to a 
few urban areas. The water supplied would supplement and improve existing 
supplies to a few urban areas. The water supplied would supplement and 
improve existing supplies from ground-water sources which are being seriously 
overdrawn. ) 

For service to the San Luis area, the State and Bureau plans are basically 
similar, except that the Feather River project as planned will furnish supple- 
mental water to additional areas in the San Joaquin Valley and to southern 
California. Both plans propose pumping diversion from the Sacramento-San 
Joaquin Delta, use of the San Luis Reservoir and a high-level canal from that 
reservoir throughout their respective service areas. 

The Federal San Luis unit project proposes to use the excess capacity of the 
Tracy pumping plant and the Delta-Mendota Canal for diversion of its water 
supply to the proposed San Luis Reservoir, requiring a storage reservoir at the 
San Luis site having a capacity of 1 million acre-feet. The Feather River project 
would take about 3,800,000 acre-feet of water through a separate pumping plant 
and conduit to the San Luis Reservoir forebay, with San Luis Reservoir built 
to an ultimate capacity of 2,100,000 acre-feet. 

Some immediate solution of the problems of the western San Joaquin Valley 
is essential because of the imminent failure of ground water supplies. The State 
bas recommended the Feather River project for this purpose, coupled with a more 
extensive irrigation coverage of the valley and the requirements of southern 
California. 

RELATION TO OTHER WATER PROJECTS 


The California water plan 


As stated in the report of the State engineer of the State of California, the 
Feather River project is the initial unit of the California water plan. The rela- 
tionship of the Feather River project to the California water plan cannot be 
defined because the master plan has not been completed. The division of water 
resources proposes to publish a Bulletin No. 3: Plan for Development of Water 
Resources of California, upon completion of current studies. This bulletin should 
fully describe how the Feather River project fits into this statewide plan. 

It is known, however, that the State’s proposed Feather River project is not 
planned or designed to supply the ultimate requirement of the areas which it pro- 
poses to serve, nor is it planned and designed to serve all areas of California that 
have or anticipate early water deficiencies, such as Contra Costa County. It then 
must be anticipated that the additional water to meet ultimate requirements of 
the Feather River project areas, as well as requirements of other water deficient 
areas adjacent thereto, will be delivered through a future and perhaps parallel 
aqueduct with some of the water being supplied from watersheds in northern 
California other than the Feather River. This could constitute another state 
of development in the comprehensive California water plan. 
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The Trinity River division 

The Trinity River division, proposed by the Bureau of Reclamation and author- 
ized by the Congress, is a plan whereby excess waters from the Trinity River and 
Clear Creek are diverted into the Sacramento River through the Keswick 
Reservoir. 

The plan consists of the Trinity Dam, Lewiston Diversion Dam, Tower House 
Tunnel Diversion Dam and the Matheson Tunnel, with potential power develop- 
ments at Trinity, Lewiston, Tower House, and Matheson powerplants and all 
necessary transmission lines. 

The Bureau of Reclamation report states that upon completion of the Trinity 
River project, approximately 525,000 acre-feet of additional water would be made 
available annually for Central Valley projects such as the San Luis unit. It 
would follow that these waters could then be made available in the delta for 
the Feather River project if the San Luis unit is not constructed. 

As the Bureau releases from Trinity for power generation may be at times 
of maximum flow in the delta area, Bechtel has been unable to conclude that such 
supplemental waters may be completely credited to Feather River project’s de- 
mands. The quantity of additional water which will be usable by the Feather 
River project upon completion of the Trinity project therefore must be determined 
in conjunction with the Bureau of Reclamation. 

The Trinity plan proposes an installed hydroelectric power capacity of 233,000 
kilowatts and an estimated power output of 1,067,000,000 kilowatt-hours per year. 
Other benefits of the Trinity plan, such as flood control, fisheries, and recreation 
are provided but do not directly affect the Feather River project. 

Senator Warxrns. I would like to ask one further question with 
respect to the recommendations made by this witness, and also by the 
Government. 

We understand that those recommendations are the official decisions 
of the responsible State officials, and with full authority to act for the 
State ? 

Mr. Banxs. Those are the views and recommendations of the admin- 
istration. 

Senator Warxrys. Have they been formalized at all by the legisla- 
ture of the State? 

Mr. Banks. No; they have not as yet. However, we propose and 
are planning to present all of those problems to the legislature when 
they meet on the 2d of January to take all necessary legislative action, 
so far as the State of California is concerned. 

That is the reason that we have put in our suggested amendments 
a year’s period. We recognize that there are certain things here upon 
which action by the St: te legislature will have to be taken, as well as 
action by the Congress. 

But, so far as the recommendations specifically which I proposed to 
you yesterday, those are the positions of the Governor and of the State 
department of public works. 

senator Warxrns. The reason I asked that question is because ordi- 
narily I know it is true with me, and recognizing it has been true with 
many other Members of the Congress, where there are matters of dis- 
pute within a State, between different sections and different interests 
as to what ought to be done, that the Congress is likely to follow, at 
least I do, the recommendations of State officials expressed so that we 
know that those are the recommendations. 

In other words, Congress should not have to decide as between the 
various sections of the State or various interests of the State as to what 
ought to be done. 

Mr. Banks. Yes. 

Senator Warxrns. In other words, we expect the State itself to set- 
tle those differences and make its recommendations. 
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Mr. Banks. Yes. 

Senator Warxins. We had a case in the upper Colorado, in my 
own State, where we had people on one watershed arguing against 
people on the other side. They made a recommendation, and we fol- 
lowed it, much to the disgust of the other people. 

Mr. Banxs. The primary thing that the legislature has to do is to 
set up a definite financing program for the matter of water develop- 
nent, and, secondly, to resolve certain of the water rights questions 
vithin the State. 

As I say, we propose to present to the legislature when they convene 
m the 2d of January the whole problem of our recommendations as to 
the action that should be taken. 

Senator Warxrns. I think it is important that there be some indica- 
tion that you make an early decision in that matter because it would 
not be fair to many of the people of your State, areas of your State, 
not to have progress made in water development when they need it so 
badly simply because the people in the State did not agree on the 
program. 

Mr. Banxs. Certainly. 

Senator Watkins. That is the other side of the coin and under those 
‘ireumstances Congress might be tempted to go ahead and make its 
own decision. 

There is likely to.be a long decision involved. 

Mr. Banks. I think we all realize that we cannot delay and that the 
decision has to be made at the earliest practical time. So far as 
Governor Knight and the State departments, I can assure you that we 
intend to do everything we can to bring these things to a successful 
consummation at the earliest practicable time, 

Senator Warxrns. I was not here when you began your testimony 
the other day, I just heard the last part and I did not hear Governor 
Knight. 

Is it the position of the State of California that the present legisla- 
tion ought to be adopted by the Congress ¢ 

Mr. Banks. Amended so as to provide for the integrated and coor- 
dinated—integration and coordination of San Luis unit with the 
State’s Feather River project. 

Senator Watkins. That is all I have. 

Mr. Lineweaver. The draft that I suggested, you can make it in 2 
or 3 different approaches if you would like. But what we would like 
to have is your idea of the integration with the authorization, for the 
moment at least, with the Central Valley project, as a unit of the 
Central Valley project, and eventually for integration with the Feather 
River under proper contract. 

Mr. Banxs. Perhaps I should clarify. 

It is our opinion that integration and coordination should start im- 
mediately because we propose not only that service of water to lands 
within the San Luis service area should begin at the earliest date pos- 
sible, and we urge, incidentally, that if the Federal Government is to 
build the San Luis unit that it be expedited as rapidly as possible, but 
also we propose to begin service to the lands lying to the south at the 
same time. 

Senator Kucnex. Outside the Central Valley project service area ? 

Mr. Banxs. Yes. There are other lands in the west and south 
end of San Joaquin Valley which are just as badly in need of water. 
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Senator Kucuex. How far south would you run it? 

Mr. Banks. Down south of Bakersfield. 

Senator Kucuex. Into Kern County ¢ 

Mr. Banks. Yes. We propose to do that as rapidly as we can. 

Senator Kucuev. What you are saying, if I understand your theory 
is that you would be acting as:an agent for the Federal Gover nment in 
supplying water to the C entral V alley project enlarged service area, 
but you would be supplying water south of that area on your own as 
part of the Feather River project ? 

Mr. Banks. Yes. 

Senator Kucue:. I am glad you made that point. That is inter 
esting. 

Senator Warkins. In other words, you can give that much more 
service and the people need the water / 

Mr. Banks. That is right. 

Senator Warkins. And that is the State’s decision / 

Mr. Banxs. That is right. 

Senator Watkins. Anything further / 

Congressman Sisk, we sort of overlooked you. 

Representative Sisk. I have alres ady had an opportunity with the 
gentleman yesterday. 

Senator Warxrns. Do you have any statement you wish to make? 

Representative Sisk. No, I do not. I ask to insert a statement 
which I do not have at the moment. 

(A letter and accompanying statement by Representative Sisk 
follow :) 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Housr OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. 0., June 12, 1950 
Hon. JAMEs E. Murray, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
Senate Office Building. 
(Attention : Mr. Goodrich W. Lineweaver. ) 

Dear Sir: I think you may be interested in the enclosed copy of the release of 
my comments on the proposed legislation to authorize the San Luis project, which 
was transmitted to you on June 1 by Mr. Harvey O. Banks, California State 
Engineer. 

With my best personal regards, I am 

Sincerely, 
B. F. SIsK, 
Member of Congress 
BFS: j 
Encl. 


P. S.—If you desire, you may use this letter and the statement im place of the 
statement for which you reserved space during the hearing. 


COMMENTS OF Hon. B. F. Sisk, MeEmBer or Concress, oN BANKS San LvUIs BIL 


I have just had the opportunity to examine the State engineer’s letter of Jun: 
1 to Senator Murray, chairman of the Senate Interior Committee, and his pro 
posed bill to authorize construction of the San Luis project. 

I am sure Mr. Banks has thevhest-intentions in advancing his propesal for 
integration of San Luis with the Feather River project, but I think his plan 
has at least two fatal defects and no substantial advantages. 

The Banks proposal ignores the question of the source of electric power to 
operate San Luis. Low-cost power in large amount is the key to the project 
Without it water cannot be supplied at a price farmers can pay. The Feather 
River project can’t supply it, for the State proposes to use all Feather River 
power, and more too, to take water to southern California. Mr. Banks proposes 
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co cut San Luis off completely from the Central Valley project. If it is built 
is a part of the Central Valley project, with ironclad provisions for joint use 
ff the facilities by the State for the Feather River project, San Luis can use 
ventral Valley project power for pumping, either directly or on an exchange basis. 
if San Luis is cut off from the Central Valley project, there is grave doubt this 
project pumping power would be available. 

Mr. Bank’s proposal would require the Federal Government to modify its 
San Luis construction in accordance with State plans. This would cost more 
money, which the State would pay. In section 3 (b) of the proposal the Federal 
Government would be forbidden to construct San Luis until the State made these 
idditional funds available. This would have to be by appropriation of the 
State legislature. Thus, avowed opponents of the project would have a con- 
tinuing opportunity to solicit the legislature to withbold appropriations and 
ndefinitely block the project. I want to call attention to the fact that this is 
precisely what southern California interests propose to do, according to their 
testimony in the recent congressional hearings. 

It appears that if this proposal were passed it would not amount to an authori- 
vation. The bill would require that a State-Federal agreement be later approved 
by Congress. This would leave the entire project hanging in thin air, with further 
iction required from both Congress and the State legislature before construction 
could proceed. The people who need the water so badly would be left dangling 
ndefinitely and opponents of the project would have further repeated opportuni- 
ties to keep the water from San Luis farmers. 

I am concerned, also, about Mr. Banks’ continued suggestion for State owner- 
ship of rights-of-way. This does not seem to square with the views of Governor 
Knight, who has withheld action for State purchase to keep the way clear for a 
Federal project. I seriously doubt that the Federal Government will spend a 
large sum of money on land it does not own. 

The State engineer proposes that under State operation, the farmers of the 
San Luis area will get water at the same price they would under Federal propo- 
sals. This is nice, but certainly is no advantage to them, and I would have con- 
siderable doubt as to how it would work out in view of the testimony indicating 
feather River people expect San Joaquin Valley farmers to help pay the cost 
if taking water to Los Angeles. 

It appears to me that if we work together in good faith, all needed protection 
to the State water plan can be given under the legislation I have proposed and 
we can, at the same time, avoid the impractical provisions of the State engineer’s 
rroposal. 


Senator Warxtns. I did not mean to be discourteous to you. I did 
not know what had occurred when we opened this morning. 

Gentlemen, let us take 30 minutes for lunch and then come back. 
We will resume at 15 minutes after 1. 

(Whereupon, at 12 :40 p. m., the subcommittee recessed, to reconvene 
it 1:15 p. m. of the same day.) 


AFTERNOON SESSION 


(The committee reconvened at 1:15 p. m.) 

Senator Warkrns. The committee will be in session. 

The next witness will please come forward. 

Mr. Lineweaver. Mr. Allen Bottorff, of the Kern County Farm 
Dureau. 

You have some people with you, have you not? 


STATEMENT OF ALLEN BOTTORFF, CHAIRMAN, WATER PROBLEMS 
DEPARTMENT, KERN COUNTY FARM BUREAU 


Mr. Borrorrr. Yes, we have other Kern County people here. If 
they would like to come up here and sit at the table, we could take 
hem one at a time. 
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Senator Watkins, I am Allen Bottorff. I am a farmer from Kern 
County. I do appreciate this opportunity to present the position of 
the Kern County Farm Bureau. ' 

It happens that our membership is responsible for at least 35 
percent of the farming that is going on in the county of Kern on irri- 
gated cultivated acreage, and we do about 9 percent of the total farm 
production of the State of California in the prcess of that farming. 

Senator Watkins. You did not give me your address. 

Mr. Borrorrr. I am from Buttonwillow, Calif. 

Senator Warxrns. It is necessary sometimes to communicate with 
witnesses, and we like to have their addresses. 

Mr. Borrorrr. At this time, Senate bill 178 is opposed by our or- 

anization, and we speak on this bill when we say that we consider 
it objectionable because, among other reasons, it would authorize the 
proposed San Luis unit integrated with the Central Valley project, 
which we believe would unnecessarily delay development of Cali- 
fornia’s Feather River project. 

The Feather River project, as you know, was authorized by the 
State in 1951 and is planned to supply the present and future sup- 
plemental water needs for areas of 20 counties in California, some 
of which are quite as urgently in need of water as is the service area 
of the proposed San Luis unit, which, in fact, itself may be well 
served by the Feather River project. 

I have here a certified copy of the resolution which was approved 
by our organization, which, with particulars, expresses our position 
in support of State acquisition. 

Senator Watkins. It will be received and made a part of the record. 

(The resolution referred to follows :) 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas the conservation, regulation, control, development, and distribution 
of the water resources of California are of vital economic importance to both the 
State and United States; and 

Whereas the State of California, through legislative action, is embarked upon 
a program to accomplish these ends through development of the California water 
plan ; and 

Whereas the Feather River project, the initial unit of that plan, is authorized 
and the amount of $9,350,000 was appropriated by the State legislature this ses- 
sion for continued development of the construction program of this project and 
for acquisition without delay of lands and rights-of-way for the Oroville, San 
Luis, and other dams and reservoir sites ; and 

Whereas the San Luis Dam and Reservoir, together with aqueducts from the 
delta of the Sacramento-San Joaquin Rivers to the southern end of the San 
Joaquin Valley, to southern California and to Bay County areas are basic elements 
of the Feather River project and of the California water plan and essential to the 
present and future feasibility and success of the project and of the plan; and 

Whereas the Feather River project will be able to provide present and sub- 
stantial future supplementary water needs of areas within 20 counties having 
nearly one-half the population of California ; and 

Whereas the proposed service area of the San Luis unit which is condition- 
ally recommended for authorization by the United States Bureau of Reclamation 
can be adequately supplied supplemental water by the State Feather River 
project, upon construction of the first step of its construction program, with 
equity and fairness to all service users of the proposed unit as well as to all 
service users of the authorized State project ; and 

Whereas by contrast the Federal authorization of the San Luis unit as a part 
of the Central Valley project or ‘integrated” in more or less degree with the 
State Feather River project, or any combination of the two, will cause undue 
delay in the construction and earliest usefulness of the Feather River project 
to all service areas of the project : Now, therefore, be it 
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Resolved— 

1. That the Kern County Farm Bureau does hereby join with the legislature 
of the State and with counties, cities, water districts, and civic organizations 
throughout California in support of the acquisition without delay by the State 
of lands for dams and reservoirs, including the San Luis Creek site, from funds 
appropriated and provided therefor by the legislature of the State; and 

2. That the State of California shall construct, operate, manage, and control 
the Feather River project as the initial unit of the California water plan, includ- 
ing the San Luis Dam and Reservoir, and with provision for delivery of water 
to the lands of West Merced, Fresno, and Kings Counties of California proposed 
for service by the San Luis unit; and 

3. That the secretary of the Kern County Farm Bureau be instructed to pre- 
pare and deliver to Allen Bottorff, the duly appointed representative of the Kern 
County Farm Bureau, certified copies of this resolution for delivery to legis- 
lators and authorities having interest. 


Certification: This is to certify that the above resolution was unanimously 
adopted at the regular meeting of the board of directors of Kern County Farm 
Bureau on Thursday, May 3, 1956. 


[SEAL] J. B. RIMMER, 
Secretary-Manager, Kern County Farm Bureau. 

Mr. Borrorrr. This, as I say, expresses our position in support of 
State acquisition of the San Luis Creek Dam and Reservoir site 
with funds already appropriated by State legislative action; and also 
expresses our conviction that State construction, management, opera- 
tion, and control of the San Luis Dam and Reservoir as part of the 
Feather River project should prevail. 

To explain our position further: 

Briefly, over the years the agricultural lands of Kern County, which 
lie largely in the upper or south San Joaquin Valley, and somewhat 
south of the proposed San Luis unit area, have been brought into 
production through use of the natural stream flow within the area, 
all of which is now fully used, and by pumping water from wells. 
Rainfall, which is very sparse in our section, is not depended upon 
for crop purposes, 

The underground water is now and has been for some time taken 
out by pumping faster than nature replaces it with the result ex- 
haustion of water supply in some areas is imminent and in others is 
only a matter of time. 

It is our understanding that latest studies by the State in con- 
nection with development of the California water ae indicate 
that the Kern County overdraft on ground water is about one-half 
million acre-feet annually at the present time; and much of this over- 
draft exists in areas of our county which may be served by the Feather 
River project aqueduct. 

Substantial quantities of water from this source have been applied 
for through official county action on behalf of farmers operating 
in southwest Kern County, where the most serious water shortage 
exists. Other areas, where district organization is proceeding, are 
expected to follow suit. 

Senator Warxrns. Where you say water has been applied for, you 
mean you have filed application with the State engineer ? 

Mr. Borvorrr. There have been applications filed by the county on 
behalf of the petitioning farmers of tht particular area that I have 
referred to. And that application has been approved as far as the 
county is concerned and has been forwarded to the State engineer. 
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Lands involved, totaling about 300,000 acres or more, of which a 
substantial portion is fully developed, account for a significant share- 
one-third or more, perhaps, of the $208 million agricultural produc 
tion of Kern County. 

When we examine the map prepared by the State in connection 
with its views and recommendations on the proposed Interior De 
partment’s report on the Federal San Luis unit and then also study 
the maps prepared by the State for the Feather River project and 
future units of the California water plan, four conclusions may be 
reached. 

The map that has been placed up on the panel there is a map of the 
State, but it does not quite clearly show what I mean. And yet you 
have had before you today the map. ‘This is plate 1, I believe, of the 
report of the State, and it has the varying colors that I referred to and 
also the colors of the service area of the Feather River project. | 
think that it would be possible to use for this purpose this map right 
here, although our lands are in the area which lies in the southern 
part of the basin. 

Senator Warkrns. Is is possible to bring that water down there 
by gravity ¢ 

Mr. Borrorrr. On the alinement of the Feather River project aque- 
duct, a fair share of the lands to be served would be on the first eleva- 
tion. There would be a pump elevation at the Buena Vista site, which 
would take in the extreme southern end of the valley, lifting the water, 
as I understand it, about 160 feet. 

Senator Warkuns. Is it possible to get any water from the Federal 
project that is described in this bill for your area? 

Mr. Borrorrr. There are no present provisions for that to happen, 
Senator. 

Senator Warxins. Is this the area testified to Py the last witness, 
where there was reference to going further south? 

Mr. Borrorrr. The State engineer indicated that the aqueduct 
which proceeds south from the San Luis Reservoir as conceived by the 
State would carry into Kern County and would be that first elevation 
that I referred to. And it is the same elevation, of course, that the 
San Luis unit area could undoubtedly receive water from also. It 
would be at a somewhat higher elevation than the proposed canal of 
~ San Luis unit as it has been developed in the report. 

The main aqueduct of the Feather River project passes through 
the full length of the proposed San Luis unit service area; 

The proposed San Luis unit could be supplied by water from the 
Fe saher River project aqueduct; 

3. Service areas of the Feather River project and future units of 
the California water plan lying south of the proposed San Luis unit 
area are dependent on the Feather River project aqueduct ; and 

4. The storage and regulating reservoir at San Luis Creek is at 
a location vital to the operation of the Feather River project and to 
future water transfers under the State water plan. 

In our opinion future economic welfare of the State is going to 
depend on successful operation of this reservoir and of these aqueducts 
by the State in connection with its projects. 

Evidently this opinion is shared by the majority of the people in 
California for the State legislature has continuously given support 
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the Feather River project since authorized, and, during the last 
budget session appropriated $9144 million which included money 
for the San Luis Reservoir site to be purchased without unnecessary 

elay. 

We are convinced this action is fundamental to the development of 
the fair and sound water program essential to California’s needs and 
that appropriate means will be developed for financing the Feather 
River project; furthermore, that its construction can be miner 

under the step-by-step procedure recommended by the State engineer 
We believe this can bring about more rapid water deliveries ‘to our 
areas and those en route than could be anticipated otherwise. 

In presenting our position today we, of course, in common with 
others here, are under somwhat of a handicap because we do not know 
what the final report of the Interior Department on the proposed 
Federal San Luis unit may finally show; that report not being avail- 
able. 

n the basis of the existing proposed report we believe: 

The equitable cost of water to users in Kern County and other 
areas of California would be adversely affected by authorization of the 
proposed San Luis unit as an integral part of the Central Valley pro- 
ject ; 

The feasibility of the State Feather River project would be ad- 
versely affected by dedication of the San Luis Reservoir site to the use 
of theS san Luis unit-of the Central Valley project ; 

Any action to integrate the proposed San Luis unit and the State 
Feather River project, by Federal authorization, whether similarly 
ntegrated at the same time with the Federal Central Valley project, 
or otherwise, will cause delay in construction of the Feather River 
project and in the development of the California water plan for con- 
trol of floods, conservation, development, and distribution of the 
water and power resources of California. 

We believe the people of California now envision the Feather River 
project, with trunkline canals from the delta southward, with the two 
dams and reservoirs at the Feather River near Oroville and at San 
Luis Creek near Los Banos, and the works involved, as constituting the 
southward bound extension of northern California’s river system. 

We are aware that the Federal Ceneral Valley project has unused 
capacity at present in the Delta-Mendota Canal and the Tracy pump- 
ing plant during certain times of the season. 

Would the Federal Government be willing to permit the State to 

se these facilities, under terms satisfactory to both, in connection 
with the State Feather River project during its earlier years of opera- 
tion? 

If so, the water to be pumped and moved during the period of the 
contract entered into for this purpose could, perhaps, facilitate meet- 
ing present urgent Feather River project water requirements in the 
valley. A portion of this water could, of course, be made available 
to the west side area designated for service by the proposed San Luis 

nit and some could be used in areas farther south where it could save 
Kern County farmers from water bankruptcy. I might say financial 
bankruptcy too, in some cases. 

If this arrangement could not be made under present Federal laws, 
we would be happy to see legislation approved to authorize such 
ction, 


78891—56——-15 
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However, we think it may be unlikely the Central Valley project 
can spare permanent use of this present excess capacity of the Delta 
Mendota Canal and Tracy pumps to the State Feather River project; 
and we regard it as likely the Federal Central Valley project, through 
additional conservation works, may expect to deliver water so con 
served through its present delta facilities to lands lying within present 
boundaries of the Central Valley project basin service area where it 
may be in demand by the time the Feather River project can provid 
its own parallel canal from the delta. 

Furthermore, we believe the State may desire to build the 11,000 
cubic-foot-per-second Delta-San Luis Reservoir canal of the Feather 
River project, in order to gain both maximum feasibility and maxi- 
mum quantities of water for southward movement. 

The proposed San Luis Unit Report includes features proposed 
for either Federal or non-Federal construction as follows: 

Distribution system conduits____-----~- saimumeintidcienn 129, 748, 068. 00 
RII ceccsinisntaiayteterntagein tnsients a 20, 638, 000. 00 


Total ‘ 150, 386, 000. 00 


also: 


Features proposed for non-Federal construction doey 19, 681, 000. 00 


Total____ 


I should go back to this point, that this is over and above the $229 
million that has been indicated for the major features of the San 
Luis unit. 

Senator Warxrns. This is an additional burden that would have to 
be carried ¢ 

Mr. Borrorrr. Yes, sir. 

The State of California, in its views and recommendations on the 
proposed report, calls attention to the fact that inclusion of relift 
pumping facilities and power for relift pumping as items of Federal 
cost is inconsistent with present Bureau of Reclamation practice. 
Therefore, it appears to us that such costs as these physical works 
would entail should more properly be allocated to costs of nonmajor 
features. 

To do so could, perhaps, run the above list of such costs to $200 
million or more. And I would say that represents in itself a very 
substantial project. 

Should it be possible for the United States to likewise look upon 
the Feather River project somewhat as we have pictured it to you; 
namely, as the main trunkline extension of California’s northern 
rivers, from which appropriation for the water needs of the proposed 
San Luis unit area could be made—under State law, that would 
be—possibly it would permit the area to develop its required distri- 
bution and other facilities under a Bureau project, if so desired; and 
they could look to Congress for necessary authorization and for the 
$200 million or so necessary for these facilities. 

We do not believe we would object to this approach to this phase 
of the San Luis unit problem. 

However, we are opposed to the abnormal subsidies indicated as 
intended for the proposed San Luis unit area under terms of the 
proposed report. 
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Within Kern County there are water agencies which have con- 
tracted or plan to contract for water to be delivered through Friant- 
Kern Canal facilities of the existing Central Valley project. 

Water users of such agencies look forward to reduced water costs 
upon payout of facilities that would be involved, principal works 
as well as others. 

To set over a portion of anticipated net proceeds from water sales 
within these and other existing agencies using Central Valley project 
water and thus extending the | payout period, as is being done in this 
instance and as was done in the authorization of the Trinity unit of 
the Central Valley project, seems grossly unfair to users receiving 
water from such agencies. 

The State points out that the financial feasibility of the San Luis 
unit depends entirely on the assistance, valued at $75 million, provided 
by other units of the present Central Valley project. In other words, 
the cost of delivering irrigation water would exceed the total net. 
revenue from sale of such water by $73 million during the 60-year 
period of the financial studies appearing in the integrated projection 

sheets attached to the report. 

The State also points out that the proposed San Luis unit operation 
would absorb, under full oper ation, about 70 percent of the electrical 
energy produced by the Trinity River unit of the Central Valley 
project and that power facilities value at about $67 million associated 
with this would be set over, interest free, to the proposed San Luis 
unit, with the charge for energy to be at 214 mills per kilowatt-hour. 

Our understanding is that determinations of the cost of producing 
this Trinity unit power last year during the Senate committee’s hear- 
ings on the Trinity unit were 6.8 mills per kilowatt-hour with 2 21% 
percent interest factors and 7.2 mills per kilowatt-hours with a 3 per- 
cent interest factor. 

Our further understanding is that this particular Trinity unit power 
has special value amounting to several million dollars annually for 
quick or on-peak purposes. Will this value be foregone in event the 
procedure recommended by the Bureau for the proposed S an Luis unit 
is followed ¢ 

In closing, Kern County Farm Bureau wants it well understood it 
has every desire to see the legitimate supplemental water needs of all 
areas of California met reasonably and with economy and efficiency 
to the water user. 

We believe very effective progress in this direction may be made, 
of particular benefit to west and south San Joaquin Valley, by prompt 
development of the State Feather River project, and that this is prefer- 
able to action on the proposed Federal San Luis unit. 

We furthermore believe the facts presented here make our course 
of action in opposing the present proposal to federally authorize and 
construct the San Luis unit as part of the Central Valley project con- 
sistent wtih fairness, equity, and justice, and in full harmony with the 
best interests of the people of California and of the Nation as a whole. 
This concludes my prepared statement, and I thank you very much. 

Senator Warkins. Are you opposed to the Federal reclamation proj- 
ects, the way they operate ? 

Mr. Bortorrr. I think that there are evidences of reason to be op- 
posed to the way some of the Federal Reclamation Bureau projects 
operate; yes. And I have every respect for the fact that they have 
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contributed and accomplished a water-conservation job, a flood-contro] 
job, and to an extent a water-delivery job that has in some instances 
coor able to save areas in our own home State of California. 

Senator Warxins. Is your opposition based on the fact that there 
is a 160-acre limitation attached ¢ 

Mr. Borrorrr. No; not at all. I don’t happen to have 160 acres 
myself. 

Senator Warxrns. How about the farm bureau? Is it made up of 
membership having large acreages ¢ 

Mr. Borrorrr. They have small and large acreages, and that is not 
necessarily the issue, although, from the standpoint of the practical 
application of that law in the State of California, it certainly has had 
a bearing on the speed at which the accomplishment of water deliy- 
eries has been possible. It has been an adverse effect. 

Senator Warkins. There were hearings back in the 80th Congress 
involving the whole Central Valley project setup. And all the opposi- 
tion to the project developed out of the acreage limitation. 

Mr. Borrorrr. Well, we have a situation where there is a great basin 
wnderlying our lands of water which is recharged. It is only drafted 
or recharged as the case may be. It is common to the use of all people 
that might punch a hole in the ground and put ina pump. As that 
development proceeds beyond the capacity of the ground, of course, 
that is an overdraft. 

Senator Warxins. Do you not have underground water control in 
California ? 

Mr. Borrorrr. No; the practical application of the law is that it 
works out just to the opposite of the interests of the smaller farmers 
who might be interested in providing a surface supply because they 
would try to develop their projects as districts mal, and, naturally, 
the lands adjacent to them might decide to or not decide to accept the 
adjacent-lands clause. So they would have normal distribution costs. 
And this supplemental water we think of when we think of these proj- 
ects is only left to be pulled out of the ground by the other neighbor, 
whether he has 1,000 acres or 161, where he might not wish to partici- 
pate in that application of the law. 

Senator Warkins. Senator Kuchel ? 

Senator Kucuet. I think, turning to page 5, you have listed three 
conclusions on which you base your opposition to the State engineer’s 
recommendations. Taking those one at a time, I wonder if you could 
supply for the record the reasoning that has led you to them. 

Now, the first conclusion you reach, here, is: 

The equitable cost of water to users in Kern County and other areas of Cali- 
fornia would be adversely affected by authorization of the proposed San Luis 
unit as an integral part of the Central Valley project. 

Mr. Borrorrr. Well, Mr. Senator, to start out with, you based your 
question on the premise that I was opposed to the State engineer’s 
conclusions. And I will say that I am speaking to the bill and I 
un speaking to the Central Valley project connection that has shown 
up in that bill with this proposed Federal San Luis unit. 

Senator Kucue.t, Now, which bill? 

Mr. Borrorrr. Of course, the one we have talked about here is your 
S. 178. 

Senator Kucuen. So that we will not have any misunderstanding 
at all, I introduced that bill 2 years ago as a companion measure to 
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one which, as a matter of fact, half a dozen members of Congress 
produced in the House, your own Congressmen, Congressman Moss. 
Congressman Engle, and some others. 

Congressman B ngle had a Trinity bill pass the House and asked 
the Senate to hold hearings on that. He said that in his judgment 

» Trinity bill, irrespective of the San Luis portions of it, in his 
cadena could not prevail in the House, and would I accept his bill— 
which we did. 

But for the purpose of this hearing, I would appreciate your com- 

nents and the comments of all witnesses pro and con in any degree 
to operate on the recommenations that the State has made, the testi- 
mony that the Bureau officials have given, rather than to any specific 
language in a piece of legislation. 

Perh: Ups I can cle ear up my own thinking in this: Do you approve 
of the State engineer’s recommendations with respect to the proposed 
San Luis projec ct? 

Mr. Borrorrr. I wish that I could say that I do entirely, but I can- 
not say that, Senator. 

Senator Kucuet. Now, where do you disapprove of them ? 

Mr. Borrorrr. Well, we have approached this subject in our area 
from a strictly practical standpoint of timing and water deliveries 
and average costs that would go in connection with that, and then too 
the incomes that come in from our operations as a result of having 
such earlier deliveries. And we have not been able to see how the 
conclusions of the State engineer, which would require the amend- 
ment to the laws of the Nation, or the making of new laws, which 
would take all the time that would be necessary to complete in their 
development, would speed the day of water deliveries, item one; and 
we would think of it from the standpoint of—and I apply this now 
to your first question you have asked me, on equity of costs to water 
users—the fact that the project, worked as a whole as far as any 
individual unit is concerned, and done with speed and alacrity, would 
reduce costs along the line, whereas if you had the multiple agency 
problem, that is, where the Federal Government would be in the pie- 
ture and the State would be in the picture, there would be a more dif- 
ficult situation to get the accomplishments that we need for water 
deliveries. 

Senator Kucue.,. What you are saying there is—am I correct ?— 
that under the State-constructed Feather River project you would 
get water faster and cheaper ? 

Mr. Borrorrr. I think there would be economies possible, with- 
out reducing quality, and that we could anticipate earlier deliveries 
under such a program. 

Senator Kucue:. Now, on what basis, first taking up the cheap- 
ness of the water, do you believe that the State operating alone could 
furnish cheaper water to your people? 

Mr. Borrorrr. Well, we will say that we have noted that the Bech- 
tel report, in large measure agreeing with the State engineer’s report, 
and the State engineer’s report itself, indicate the cost of water to be 
up proximately the same per acre-foot delivered in the San Joaquin 

Valley, at the respective areas as might be anticipated on the tenta- 
tive basis set by the dev elopment of the San Luis report. Therefore, 
our gain would largely be in the timing element under such a situation. 
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Senator Kucner. You do not believe that water would be cheaper, 
then, under a completely State constructed Feather River plan? 

Mr. Borrorrr. Well, as was proposed, you recall, there are no 
indicated interest free subsidies involved in the Feather River proj- 
ect. A slight amount of State capital might be involved, which over 
a period of time would be repaid to the State. As the 70-year period 
goes by, I believe it gets into a surplus position that would be over 
and above the amounts advanced by the Federal Government insofar 
as general funds are concerned. 

Now, there are other things that have been proposed. 

Senator Kucuex. Let me interrupt you for a minute. You say 
“insofar as the Federal Government is concerned.” 

Mr. Borrorrr. I should say insofar as the State money is con- 
cerned. 

Senator Kucuri. Because your position is that there should not be 
any Federal moneys in the San Luis project. 

Mr. Borrorrr. Well, we see a definite place for flood-control 
moneys in connection with the Feather River project. 

Senator Kucuen. Was that not very slight? What was the testi- 
mony, Mr. Lineweaver, on the flood-control allocation ? 

Mr. Lineweaver. We have none in this project. 

Senator Kucue.. So that the State would be required to pay interest. 

Mr. Borrorrr. I had in mind the flood-control features, of course, 
of the Feather River propject as a whole, which are substantial. And 
as far as the absolute need for participation of the Federal Govern- 
ment in the advancement of money on an interest free basis for irri- 
gation features, I would say that it would be possible to get along 
without those if there may be relied upon the findings that are found 
in the State engineer’s report and in the Bechtel report, which I per- 
sonally have confidence would be found in actual practice. 

Senator Kucner. The recommendations of the Bechtel report. 

Mr. Borrorrr. Now, I realize that that, literally speaking respects 
Federal money, insofar as that is concerned. But in the analysis, that 
is shown quite clearly on page 38, of the State’s comments, the indi- 

‘ated contribution of funds to the total kitty is not so great as to be of 
serious interest, where the speed and practicability ‘of action is of 
paramount importance. 

We find there that under all the three indicated analyses, run on 
integration—and number three is the indicated favorable analysis— 
moneys will largely be supplied by project services, the sale of power, 
and the actual sale of w ater, and ‘that some aid in the way of capital 
money would be required in either case, whether or not, in that third 
area of consider ation, there were Federal moneys coming in through, 
we will say, the projected San Luis project, that would amount toa 
certain proportion of what would be needed in the total overall 
Feather River project. 

I think you will find that it is 82 percent, the Federal end of it, 
and 41% percent in the State end of it, as to the total money that would 
revolve through the till during the so-called projected payout period. 

Senator Kucuex.. Two percent of what ? 

Mr. Borrorrr. Two percent, as compared to the State doing the 
whole job. 
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In other words, there is a column there, column 4, which shows 
the State doing the whole job, and in that instance it would as I say, 
sell the power, sell the water, which would account for 9314 percent 
for all the moneys involved. Sixty-three and one-half percent would 
be required then under this analysis. 

Senator Kucuer. I do not understand that 2 percent figure. The 
Federal Government would pay 2 percent of what / 

Mr. Borrorrr. Well, I assume that in making these analyses there 
has been a great deal of thought given to them. I have got a blown 
ip sheet on this, so that we can see it. 

Page 38 in the State’s report on the San Luis unit shows the pro 
portion of the funds that would be involved in the various types of 
ntegration, also showing one column where there would be no such 
funds. And we find that they indicate so much for power revenue, 
\2.9 percent in one case, total obligation of the general fund, which 
s the general fund of the State 414 percent in the instance of the 
ntegration program favored and 614 percent in the case of the State 
doing the whole job, and so on. 

Of course, it shows on the State’s part where the job is done entirely, 
that the total revenues in excess of annual costs for the payout period 
are some $1536 million greater than they are where there is any 
ntegration involved. 

Those are the conclusions—and I am not speaking for the State 
engineer. He may be here. 

Senator KucHe.. But where is this 2 percent figure ? 

Mr. Borrorrr. It is the difference between 614 percent and 414 
percent. And those are the two points that would be representative 
of the actual effect of having the Federal Government in the picture 
to the degree of the San Luis Unit in an integration program that is 
most. favorable. 

Senator KucHen. As against the total cost of the entire State 
Feather River project ? 

Mr. Borrorrr. Yes, and of the cost that the people who use the 
services put up. 

Senator Kucnet. And how do we use that as an argument against 
Federal participation ¢ 

Mr. Borrorrr. It is only a measure of the effect of Federal partici- 
pation, as I see it. This is a projection, like all these projections that 
you see in these reports that are scattered around here. They are 
based on conclusions that are drawn from water history, first, in 
order to determine the probable periods that are ahead, indicated 
deliveries of water that they arrive at from their forecasts, and the 
sale of that water to the people, and the sale to the people from power 
units, 

Now, there is a limiting—and it isn’t a limit; it is only a state- 
ment—feature that says, on page 25, that for the purposes of these 
studies the Feather River project was assumed to be the same as set 
forth in the February 1955 report of the State division of water 
resources. 

Senator Kucuei. Now, getting back, though, to this summary on 
page 38, along this line that you are pointing to, total obligation of 
general fund, with the percent of total revenue under it, I thought 
that the total cost tothe State of the Feather River project was 
$1.500,000,000. 





296 SAN LUIS (CALIFORNIA) IRRIGATION DEVELOPMENT 


Mr. Borrorrr. That is the capital cost, somewhat over that. 

Senator Kucner. Well, now, you are utilizing here, then, the gen 
eral fund obligation of the State government, as distinguished from 
moneys raised through the sale of bonds. 

Mr. Borrorrr. I think that every study that has been made of any 
of these projects shows the need for capital funds, and that as soon 
as the project gets into the business of doing business, the money 
begins to come in, and it has a tendency to reduce, of course, the 
outlay. And that goes on during the course of the projection 
analysis. 

Senator Kucunen. But whatever the projection analysis may be, a 
realistic comparison would be the total cost to the people of Califor 
nia, would it not, whether by bonds or by tax revenues or otherwise / 

Mr. Borrorrr. And by their costs for the services rendered. Be 
cause the people of the State will be the ones that fully use the water 
and the power, as I see it. 

Senator Kucnexr. And again we are talking, here, about the recom 
mendations of the State engineer that the Federal Government util- 
ize in round figures $229 million for the construction or partial con- 
struction of a single reservoir. And what I am trying to do is to 
develop specifically the arguments against the recommendations of 
the State engineer in that field. 

Mr. Borrorrr. Well, of course, Senator, you see, the reservoir 
doesn’t cost anything like that. We are talking about a whole unit. 
It includes the main line canals, and it includes a reservoir and in- 
cludes pumps and things of that nature. 

Senator Kucue.. But should we not, in attempting to pass judg- 
ment on what if any Federal participation should be forthcoming, 
direct our objections to the instance where the State has recom- 
mended Federal participation? No matter how large the Feather 
River project may be, can we not indicate what your objections are to 
Federal participation in the construction of that dam ? 

Mr. Borrorrr. Well, I think I have indicated that it should be 
accomplished at a very rapid rate to take care of the situation. And 
I believe that the State can do it more rapidly. And I believe that 
the price that we would pay by having it done more rapidly could 
be measured by what the projection is on the overall picture insofar 
as the people of the State of California, the water users, the power 
users, and those that pay taxes, are concerned, the ones that are 
involved. 

Senator Kucner. When you say, then, that the State in your judg- 
ment could do it faster, you must take into account and assume ap- 
proval by the legislature of the complete construction of the Feather 
River project, and secondly the approval by the people of the required 
amount of general obligation bonds, must you not ? 

Mr. Borrorrr. Well, I have absolute confidence, in my own mind. 
I have been told by some who I think should know better that that 
might be a naive position. But on the other hand, I have got as 
much confidence in that happening as I have of having all these other 
things happen that must be done in order to fit the pattern of 
the proposal of the State, insofar as our legislation is concerned, 
because we have only to deal with our own people in this instance, 
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and we have 47 other States to deal with in connection with our na- 
tional legislation. 

Senator Kucuen. I must say we have done pretty well back here in 
Congress in having Federal assistance to the people of our State. 
But again, this is a question of whether or not a bill ought to be 
written, around this table. This is a question of whether or not the 
people of our State would approve Federal assistance. And I want 
to develop the arguments against that, if I may. 

Your first argument is that if the State does the job alone, in your 
judgment it could do it faster and more cheaply; is that a fair state- 
ment ? 

Mr. Borrorrr. Well, I think that it could, yes, Senator. I have 
that belief, that it could. And I recognize das have been expres- 
sions of interest in Federal money in connection with this. And if 
legislation specifically were designed, of course, that would not in- 
volve anything as far as construction and the handling operation or 
anything else about the project—— 

Senator Kucuen. How about the construction? Tell me about that. 

I will tell you, gentlemen. I want to try to pin down, as I tried 
to do this morning with another witness, why the construction of this 
project by the Federal Government would interfere with the carrying 
out of the Feather River project. Why is that? Why would that 
be ? 

Mr. Borrorrr. Of course, that is one device only to get money into 
the picture. The construction, as far as the physical construction is 
concerned, normally is let under contracts by people who are qualified 
to build it after the specifications and plans are drawn. And as far 
as I can see, in our State we have a highway program, as an illustra- 
tion, that goes to $300 million a year, or better, on the State level, 
besides all our county and city streets. And we are in a business 
at that time of acquiring rights-of-way, of preparing plans and classi- 
fications, and of letting contracts, and I see no reason why it should 
be necessary, in all cases, to have to take that up through the Bureau, 
in connection with the State plan of the State of California. 

Now, if that is not the answer, I can only point to the fact that— 
well, personally, I feel that Washington is 3,000 miles away from my 
presence in order to try to get action if there was any need to get 
action. Wehavea long ways to come. 

Now, here we have a situation where we are all set and anxious to 
see our State water program get underway on a constructive basis. 
And so the alternate to doing that would be to start with the help of a 
construction device by the F ederal Government. 

Now, I am not critical of the Reclamation Bureau’s construction 
program. I know that they have done a good job in the areas in 
which they have operated. I cannot say that the water deliveries 
on the east side of the San Joaquin Valley are anything to crow about 
insofar as what could possibly have been done with perhaps some 
other approaches to the subject. But on the other hand, from the 
standpoint of being able to do a job of constructing, I think there is 
unquestionably evidence of a good constructing capacity. But I 
think that we could, without any difficulty, develop similar construct- 
ing ability. 





228 SAN LUIS (CALIFORNIA) IRRIGATION DEVELOPMENT 


Senator Kucue.. Aside from the legality of the contracts out there, 
which are in dispute in our courts, you object, however, to any Fed- 
eral construction at San Luis. Why? Because you feel the State 
can do it better ¢ 

Mr. Borrorrr. I would think that that would be at least part of 
the answer. 

Senator Kucuet. What evidence do you have when every project 
in California that we have in this field is Federal in nature, and 
we have no history of accomplishment on the part of the State? 

Mr. Borrorrr. Well, of course, I don’t know that I can quite agree 
with that. As far as water deliveries in much of the developed area 
of the State are concerned, they are accomplished through projects 
that have been built by districts. 

Senator Kucuex. But not by the State ? 

Mr. Borrorrr. And not by the Federal Government either; 
by districts. 

Senator Kucnen. That is true; but the districts are irrelevant to our 
question here. Our question here is State against Federal. 

Mr. Borrorrr. Of course, you mean what projects have been devel 
oped by the Federal Government ? 

Senator Kucnue. Surely. 

Mr. Borrorrr. There are some projects, yes. There are some on the 
Stanislaus. 

There are projects that I know of that may not be any more than 
pretty good sized diversion dams and ditch systems and so forth that 
go back into history even before the Federal Government was in the 
picture. 

Senator Kucner. Developed by the State of California? 

Mr. Borrorrr. No, developed by the individual district. organiza- 
tions. 

Senator Kucuer. Oh, sure. 

Mr. Borrorrr. And as I understand it, there are about $600 million 
tied up in those. 

Senator Kucnet. Well, at any rate, in your opinion, one of the argu- 
ments against Federal construction of the San Luis Dam, as recom 
mended by the State engineer, is that in your judgment the construc- 
tion could be undertaken more expeditiously by the State. 

Mr. Borrorrr. I believe so. 

Senator Kucuen. Now, the State engineer has advocated State oper 
ation of the San Luis Dam under the theory of integration. Your 
third point reads, on page 5: 

Any action to integrate the proposed San Luis unit and the State Feather 
River project, by Federal authorization, whether similarly integrated at the 
same time with the Federal Central Valley project, or otherwise, will cause delay 
in construction of the Feather River project and in the development of the 
California water plan for control of floods, conservation, development, and 
distribution of the water and power resources of California. 

Where would the delay occur? 

Mr. Borrorrr. Well, it would occur in the very efforts that are to 
be made in the integration program at all levels of operation, including 
that of the political and legal field. 

Senator Kucuet. If you and I could stipulate that the political dif- 
ferences in the levels of Government joni be completely wiped away 
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by appropriate Federal and State legislation, would you still have an 
objection to the integration of the San Luis Reservoir / 

Mr. Borrorrr. Well, if you and I could agree to such a stipulation, 
I would, of course, have to have a lot of legal advice ahead of that, 
[ presume, insofar as the total overall problem of just what we might 
be getting into from the water picture in California is cone erned. 
And I think that supposition or premise is a little bit unreasonable 
from that standpoint. 

I recognize that the approach to this bill and to others that are to 
be heard is integration, which means to make whole or become part of. 

Now, if you take the Central Valle *y project in its present setup, it 
has defined areas. There are problems in connection with its expan- 
sion. The expansion might be protested by people within the very 
areas in which it now is located. And there are just a lot of things 
that I do not think we could predetermine. 

That is the point I would get at, that it is just a pretty tough nut. 
to crack in that manner. 

Senator Kucnexn. Would it be an easier nut to crack if the State 
undertook it itself ? 

Mr. Borrorrr. I think it would. Because in connection with the 
undertaking, the State has obviously followed the pattern and pro- 
cram of State law in connection with the matters at hand in relation 
to the waters, and so forth. 

And it seems to me that it is in pretty good position to go ahead 
without any great amount of difficulties. I ‘think it could be ‘analyzed 
to that resulting conclusion. 

I think it is important, because of that problem that is involved, 
where we have a Bureau integration problem, 

Senator Kucuen. Do you favor any Federal assistance to the people 
of California, as a theory? Ideologically, do you favor Federal 
partie ipation ? 

Mr. Borrorrr. Well, I have no ideological opposition to it, and IT 
can see the great need for some. I see the Central V alley project as 
it exists today, short of a very substantial amount of water in its area, 
the basin area that it has been assigned. And I don’t see how other- 
wise it is going to be able to get the money, unless there is some 
arrangement made whereby California will start putting money int¢ 
the area and the facilities of the Central Valley project. 

Senator Kucne.. You approve the construction by the Bureau of 
Reclamation of the Central Valley project? 

Mr. Borrorrr. My experience with that: I was in Lindsay at the 
time that great Central Valley project was conceived, and of course 
that was one of the most desperate water areas there was, and it was 
very strong for the development of the Central Valley project, and 
later when it was authorized by the President as a part of the make- 
work program we could find no objection to that, although it seemed 
to us at that time, many of us, that fundamentally these projects ulti- 
mately are to be paid for by the revenues from the projects, and with 
due confidence in our own State and consideration of the fact that it 
is an intrastate proposition, the end result would be the same. It is 
just a matter as to where and how you go for the money to get the 
ary underlying the proposals. And, frankly, we see the State of 

California as one which contributes heavily, of course, to Federal 
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taxes. It also has a heavy tax load itself. But it is now becoming 
able to come of age and take care of its own situation, insofar as at 
least the great California water plan for the Feather River is con- 
cerned. And on the east side, where the Central Valley project is 
in operation at the present time, and where they tell us there is not 
less than 800,000 acre-feet net of shortages that are being called for 
by agencies that are served in a sense from that side, there is going to 
have to be extra money got into that field, extra conservation work, 
and so forth. And they have that at the present time. It is under 
their control. 

Senator Kucner. You use that as an argument against Federal] 
participation in our water problem at all? 

Mr. Borrorrr. I would say that that would put the benefits coming to 
the Congress for money, for Federal money, on that side, if you 
looked at it in that way. Now, in all fairness, I think the proposals 
perhaps to make special bills that would call for money grants—and 
in that case they could be for flood control. Loans might be extended 
in connection with the irrigation program. They might or might 
not be interest-free. 

But the point that I am making is that in our great State water 
plans, Feather River project and the desire to keep it free from Fed- 
eral entanglement, we should be very cautious about integrating it 
for the meager development of the San Luis unit, particularly inas- 
much as the Feather River project could serve that area. Yet, they 
would have to have some internal area expenses in project develop- 
ment. And if there is a need for a law that would make that possible 
so that they could appropriate from an elevated river, so to speak, I 
would recommend that that kind of legislation be introduced. 

Of course, Mr. Senator, we have had figures indicated on the costs 
of water, and as I have said before, the reports indicate that there 
isn’t a great deal of difference in the actual physical cost of water 
to the landowner or the user under either of the two projects in the 
Central Valley. 

Senator Kucur.. Under, again, the San Luis enlarged service area? 

Mr. Borrorrr. No. We will take the San Luis area as an indicated 
figure of $7.50 per acre-foot for water. 

Senator Kucner. That would be by reason of the subsidy from 
Trinity power. 

Mr. Borrorrr. That would be by all the subsidies that are involved, 
and the Feather River project, by reason of just itself, indicates a 
price of from $7 to $9 an acre-foot in the San Joaquin Valley. And of 
course our lower end is higher, as I indicated cated. 

Senator Kucuret. Where would a similar subsidy be available in 
the Feather River project? 

Mr. Borrorrr. The only one I could see would be the indicated 
requirements for the general fund moneys of a maximum of $520 
million. 

Senator Kucuer. But that would not be a subsidy in the same 
fashion that the production of power at Trinity is in the other. 

Mr. Borrorrr. Well, the power income, of course, goes into the 
Feather Riyer project general picture when they sell power from 
the Feather River project dam or use power—whatever it is, it is in 
the picture as a useful tool in connection with the movement of that 
water. 
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Senator Kucue.. You and I have the right to our own opinions. 
We did disagree last year on the Trinity River project, as I recall. 

Mr. Borrorrr. Yes. 

Senator Kucue., You opposed that. And you have a perfect right 
to oppose it. 

Mr. Borrorrr. Well, Mr. Senator, I did not express opposition to it. 
I was not here as a witness, you will recall. I talked to you about it 
and pointed out what I thought ar some of its weaknesses, to you. 
And as far as that is concerned, I do not know whether the determi- 
nations have yet been made as to just how that Trinity project is to 
be worked out. 

Senator Kucuen. I have asked you this question before. Let me just 
repeat it. 

Mr. Borrorrr. I will be glad to try to answer it. 

Senator Kucuev. Do you favor any Federal assistance in the con 
struction of the Feather River project ? 

Mr. Borrorrr. Well, if you mean do I come here to get financial 
aid for it, I would say “No.” 

Senator Kucuen. Do you oppose the Engle bill to provide for 
assistance to the Oroville Dam ? 

Mr. Borrorrr. I do not oppose that, and in principle I could sup- 
port it on this ee It would appear that there is a national policy 
in respect to flood relief that extends over all 48 States. And I do not 
see why there should be any reason to oppose that. And in fact I think 
it would be, particularly in view of the great tragedy that occurred 
there, quite desirable. 

Representative Sisk. I think this has a bearing on the thing you 
have been discussing. In view of what you said, do you think that 
the farmers throughout the Feather River project area should pay the 
full cost of the service of the water to them ? 

Mr. Borrorrr. Well, we look upon that project as it is designed as 
a mighty efficient unit. And we are paying in our area considerably 
more than that for our pumping activity, and as an alternate to what 
we are getting at the present time we would consider it to be of benefit 
at the prices indicated. And I would not be personally unwilling to 
pay whatever may be required in the development of this water to our 
farmlands, 

There are lots of figures that are scattered about on the subject of 
how high water costs are. Of course, the predominant agricultural] 
cost is In the valley. They speak of the Antelope at a much higher 
elevation as having higher cost water. We know whenever you lift 
water, it costs 214 cents in rough figures for every acre- foot of water 
we lift 1 foot from our wells. When my wells double in their distance 
to water in a 7- or 8-year stretch, I have a doubling of my power costs. 
If they go down another 50 percent or 100 percent, as they are going 
at the present time, I will have another increase, and then of course 
there will be capital cost increases as well. 

So we see no reason why, in the main, we could not handle our costs 
under the Feather River project. 

Representative Sisk. Yes. I appreciate these increasing costs. But 
getting back to the estimated overall cost of the Feather River project, 
broken down then into price per acre-foot to the individual farmer, 
you are willing, and you are on record that you are willing, to pay the 
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full cost in order to pay off this project, interest and all, if built by 
the State ? , 

Mr. Borrorrr. The Bechtel report will be found to indicate that on 
a cost basis they take all the water that is ever planned to be moved in 
the total period of time. They have found the pure cost of water 
deliveries at a certain figure. I think in our particular area it is 
$9.08, under one of the plans. As you know, they have alternates, 
That is a dollar and a half more than the indicated cost, the tentative 
indicated cost, in the San Luis unit. So that would mean we would 
be out $1.50, if we paid absolutely all costs. And of course that would 
not provide that the State put up any capital in connection with it. 
That would absorb that, as well as the operating costs, in the projec- 
tion. 

We would be glad to see the State undertake, on account of the 
general overall economic benefits, to put some money into the physical 
works to start with. And we would not mind seeing it done without 
it being reflected in our water rates. In fact, we would want our water 
rates to run just as low as they could possibly run. 

But this is a matter of credit. It is a matter of putting up some 
capital. And the allocations of that capital would naturally be deter- 
mined by legislative action. 

Representative Sisk. Just one more thing while we are on it. Is it 
not a fact that you opposed the Central Valley project at the time 
it was built? Is that correct? 

Mr. Borrorrr. No. 

Representative Sisk. Have you ever supported a Bureau of Recla- 
mation project, Mr. Bottorff / 

Mr. Borrorrr. I have never appeared on any legislation of this 
kind before. It is my first experience. 

Senator Kucnet. Just two more questions. 

In your judgment, the San Luis unit of the Feather River project 
should be built by the State and exclusively by the State? 

Mr. Borrorrr. That would be my preference. 

Senator Kucuen. The State engineer, I think, in his plans, con- 
templates that the first unit to be ¢ onstructed will be the Oroville Dam; 
is that not correct ? 

Mr. Borrorrr. Well, I read his recommendation as the call for the 
immediate rapid construction of the San Luis unit; and that would 
mean whether State or Federal, as far as the State is concerned. 

Senator Kucuen. Goodrich, do you any questions ? 

Mr. Lineweaver. No, sir. Senator Watkins asked me to convey 
to you that he had to go, and he suggested that we run until 3:30 
this afternoon and recess until Monday afternoon. 

Senator Kucue:. Well, I have got a floor debate Monday after- 
noon. Let us get on as far as we can today, though. 

Mr. Linewraver. Or Monday morning. But you do have an ap- 
pointment on Monday morning, I believe. 

Senator Kucuen. Yes, I do. 

Who is next? 

Mr. Lineweaver. Mr. Charles C. Cooper, Jr., assistant general 
counsel of the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California. 

Senator Kucne.. Proceed, Mr. Cooper. 
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STATEMENT OF CHARLES C. COOPER, JR., ASSISTANT GENERAL 
COUNSEL, THE METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT OF SOUTHERN 
CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Cooper. Senator Kuchel, Mr. Sisk, and gentlemen, I am Charles 

}. Cooper, Jr., assistant general counsel of the Metropolitan Water 
District of Southern California, I have a short prepared statement 
here, which has been delivered to Mr. Lineweaver, but I will endeavor 
to express my remarks with possibly some slight amplification, be- 
cause of the nature of the subject matter, and some of the prior ques- 
tions that have been asked here. 

I think it might help, at least for the purposes of the record, if I 
pointed out that the Metropolitan Water District of Southern Cali- 
fornia is a public and quasi-municipal corporation formed under a 
general statute of the State of California, called the metropolitan 
water district act, but it is a general law, and any district formed under 
it must be as the result of local approval. In this case it was an elec- 
tion held back in 1928. The date of incorporation was December 6 of 
that year. 

The purpose of the district is to supply water to its constituent 
municipalities. It is now composed of the corporate areas of 25 
municipalities, of which 13 are incorporated cities, Los Angeles being 
the largest one, 9 municipal water districts, of which the ce ntral basin 
municipal water district in Los Angeles County is the largest, itself 
having an area of about 200 square miles with an assessed valuation 
of about a billion and a quarter for that unit alone. And we have one 
county water authority, which is the San Diego County Water 
Authority. Our territory, then, lies within the five counties of Los 
Angeles, Orange, Riverside, S an Bernardino, and San Diego. 

The area of the district comprises approximately 2,800 square miles, 
with a population of over 6 million. I think the last figure I saw was 
3ix-million-four-hundred-thousand-odd. And an assessed valuation 
in excess of $8,500 million. 

Senator Kucuen. And the source of your water! 

Mr. Cooper. The source of our water at present is the Colorado 
River. And in just a moment I would like to correct 1 or 2 misappre- 
hensions that have gotten into the record so far in that connection, 

I am not sure whether the committee would desire it, but I have here 
two copies of a map which depicts our present area and indicates the 
major feeder lines that we have. I thought I would present this for 
the information of the committee if they should desire to refer to it. 

I think it was yesterday that mention was made of our financing, 
in 1931, at which time we floated a bond issue to build our Colorado 
River aqueduct. It was indicated [ think here that we obtained Fed- 
eral assistance. I inferred that the thought was that we obtained a 
grant of money from the United States. I may have misunderstood 
the chairman, I think it was, who was at the moment speaking. 

Actually, we obtained approval of our bonded debt by an election in 
1931 by a very high vote, I think approximately 5 to i of the voters; 
although at that time our area was compr ised only of 10 incorporated 
cites in Los Angeles County and 3 cities in Orange County, with a . 
much smaller, very much smaller territory than we have now, and I 
think at that time our assessed valuation was less than $2 billie 
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We sold bonds to the RFC, $179,184,000. And Mr. Jesse Jones say 
to it that those bonds bore 5-percent interest. 

Later they were adjusted with the approval of the RFC, so that they 
carried a 4-percent interest rate. But there were certainly in no sense 
any grant or contribution by the Federal Government or any agency 
of the Federal Government. 

There were bonds in the principal amount of, I think, $1,500,000 
sold to the Public Works Administration, also originally at a 5-percent 
interest rate, but later adjusted to 4 percent. 

Now, the district did of course receive very material assistance in 
experiting its initial financing, because that was in the depression, 
and to float a bond issue by a new district, although we had the entire 
area of the city of Los Angeles and 12 other cities in our territory, 
so that the tax base of all of those 13 cities would be behind our bonds, 
as the entire $814 billion assessed valuation today is behind our bonds, 
subject to a tax rate without limit as to rate or amount to the extent 
necessary to service those bonds; nevertheless, in 1931, it was difficult 
to sell a public bond issue. 

The district was very appreciative of the assistance that the RFC 
and the PWA furnished. But I do want to correct the record here, 
Senator, that it was in no sense a grant of Federal funds. 

Now, there was a grant of $500,000 by PWA toward the cost of the 
diversion works at Parker Dam. I think the committee knows that the 
title to all of the works at Parker Dam is in the United States and will 
remain so. The district paid the cost of the dam except for this 
$500,000. It paid the cost of the district’s own power generating 
works; that is, the works that generate approximately one-half of 
the power that can be generated at Parker Dam, to which power the 
district has the contract right, so that she can purchase that or can 
take that power by paying the proper costs of generating it, and use 
it for pumping water into and in our aqueduct. 

The remaining part of the power privilege vests in the United 
States, and she of course paid the cost of her generating facilities. 

But I think that I can say with perfect accuracy that there has been 
no grant to the metropolitan water district from the Federal Govern- 
ment for the facilities that we are using in order to divert, transport, 
and deliver Colorado River water. 

I think I said—if I didn’t, I want to make it clear—that the million 
and a half bonds sold to the PWA were later transferred by that or- 
ganization to the RFC. And then all of the bonds held by the RFC 
were sold in the market, with a profit to the RFC of slightly less than 
$14 million, so that of course they were disposed of and are held by 
the investing public and institutional buyers. We have no debt to the 
United States except our current bills for water and power. 

The last bond issue that we floated was at a rate of 214 percent, but 
was sold at a premium, so that the cost to the district is 2.24. I wanted 
to get that in the record, Senator Kuchel. 

Then I believe it was this morning when Mr. McGee was asked by 
Senator Watkins regarding the Colorado River water rights. Of 
course, in all that we say here regarding the Feather River project, 
regarding the California water plan, the preliminary proposal of 
which has just been released by the State water resources board, it 
must be remembered that we need our full contract rights to Colorado 
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River water. Any water that can be developed within the State of 

California is in addition to the Colorado River water that we must 
obtain, and there I think there was an inadvertence this morning in 
the record. The contract rights, under contracts signed by the Secre- 
tary of the Interior, aggregate 5,362,000 acre-feet per annum. I be- 
lieve Mr. McGee inadvertently said 1,212,000, which is the amount of 
the metropolitan water district’s contract right. But the district and 
the other agencies which have contracts produce an aggregate total 
of 5,362,000 acre-fee per year 

With that clarification in the record, I will proceed to indicate the 
position that the metropolitan water district has taken. 

Our board of directors recognizes that in addition to the waters that 
are available from the Colorado River, the population and economy of 

California as it will develop over the years will require the develop 
a of all of the State’s presently undeveloped water resoure es, and 
that such development presumably will and should occur in con- 
formity with an overall State water plan, the preview of which, you 
might say, has now been presented in the California water plan. 

One of the projects proposed, of course, is the Feather River proj- 
ect, which is assumed to be probably the first project that would 
actually be developed. It would include a multiple-purpose dam at 
Oroville for flood control purposes, water conservation, and the like, 
and an aqueduct for transporting water from the Sac ramento-San 
Joaquin Delta for use in the westerly portions of the San Joaquin 
Valley and ultimately in southern California. I say “ultimately” 
advisedly; because the very plans that have been presented by the 
State engineer call for completing the works necessary to bring water 
south of the Tehachapi Mountains into southern California in the 
year, I think, approximately 1976, about 20 years from now. And 
by that time, according to our people, there can well be need for such 
additional imported supply in addition to the full rights on the Colo- 
rado River water that southern California agencies will be asserting. 

Now, the San Luis reservoir site, as I understand it, from the pro- 
posal of the State engineer, is essential to a proper de velopment of the 
Feather River project. And may I say here, Senator Kuchel, that of 
course I am a lawyer, and I am not qui alified to speak on the engineer- 
ing features, but I am merely referring to what has been published and 
what has been made known here. And it is our thought that if that 
San Luis site is so essential to the State project, it would be preferable 
not to have it taken by the United States for development by the Bu- 
reau of Reclamation for a more limited project, which might result in 
greater cost to the State, particularly since the State plans indicate 
that the ultimate capacity should be 2,100,000 acre-feet in place of the 
1 million acre-feet which the Bureau’s project would contemplate. 

Senator Kucuet. Is it not true, though, from the standpoint of the 
State engineer’s recommendations, that he recommends the construc- 
tion of the maximum capacity reservoir ? 

Mr. Cooper. Yes. And I think I heard him testify here, and I have 
talked with him, of course, personally. It would be a matter for fur- 
ther economic study as to the advisability of building the ultimate 
capacity in the beginning rather than by stages. Now, on that, of 
course, I am not qualified to express an opinion. 


78891—56 16 
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Senator Kucue.. What I mean is: Would you not deem irrelevant 
to this discussion any position of sequestering that dam site merely for 
an enlarged Central Valley project service area? I mean, the problem 
is larger than that, is it not? 

Mr. Cooper. Oh, yes; and what I would like to endeavor to do— 
how well I can accomplish it, I don’t know—I would like to bring out 
some of the fundamental legal problems that trouble me in this, and 
which to my mind make it seem much more desirable if the entire 
Feather River project, including the San Luis facilities, were con- 
structed and operated by the State. 

Senator Kucnen. And you speak here now as a representative for 
the Metropolitan water district ? 

Mr. Coorrer. Yes; of course, my particular contact with it has been 
from the water rights problem, as I will point out in a moment; to the 
extent that I mention any physical aspects of it, it is accepting the re- 
ports of others, engineers, and others, who are experts in that, and I 
would not be qualified really to go into details on that. 

But at the meeting on May 1, the district’s board of directors directed 
that this committee—and there is, of course, a corresponding commit- 
tee in the House, which is considering, I believe, Congressman Sisk’s 
bill—be advised by the representatives of the district, of the views of 
the board of directors of the metropolitan water district that the ap- 
plicable features of the San Luis site should be constructed as well as 
operated by the State, with such financial assistance as the Congress 
might authorize upon negotiation of an agreement satisfactory to the 
United States and to the State, and it would be assumed that such 
financial assistance would follow the pattern of Federal custom and 
practice, 


Now, this position is set out in a statement of the chairman of the 
board of directors, Mr. Joseph Jensen. And. Senator Kuchel, I would 
like to ask the privilege of filing this statement for the purpose of the 
record, for the information of the committee. 

Senator Kucuet. It will be received and made a part of the record. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF THE POSITION OF THE METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT OF 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA 


The board of directors of the Metropolitan Water District of Southern Cali- 
fornia, at its meeting held May 1, 1956, directed that the respective committees 
of the Senate and the House of Representatives considering the pending bills be 
informed of the following position of the district: 

The growing population and expanding economy of California will require, 
in addition to the waters available from the Colorado River, the development of 
all of the State’s presently undeveloped water resources in accordance with a 
proper State water plan. This program should be accomplished by feasible and 
sound projects to be developed from time to time by the State and other appro- 
priate agencies. The San Luis Reservoir site, being esssential to the broad 
State plan, should not be taken by the United States for the limited project 
proposed by the Bureau of Reclamation ; nor should the State’s costs be increased 
by reason of prior construction of a 1-million-acre-foot reservoir, when the ulti- 
mate reservoir must provide for storage of 2,100,000 acre-feet. When proper 
plans therefor shall have been completed, the State’s proposed Feather River 
project should be integrated with the applicable features of the proposed San 
Luis unit of the Central Valley project, in a manner satisfactory to the State 
and to the United States, both as to construction and operation. 

The district desires to cooperate with the Congress and its committees and other 
Federal officials in accomplishing such integration. However, it is believed that 
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the San Luis Reservoir site should be purchased by the State and that the reser 
voir and appurtenant works, including the applicable features proposed for 
Federal construction under the pending legislation, should be constructed by the 
State. This would permit initial construction to the ultimate, desired capacity 
with resulting economies and ability to meet water demands as they arise. The 
plans for the features of the San Luis development should be carefully corre 
lated with the plans for the other parts of the Feather River project. 

Substantial sums were appropriated by the State legislature in March 1956 for 
the purposes of acquiring the reservoir site and of making further engineering 
and fiscal studies respecting the routes and methods of financing of the project. 
Final plans for the construction and operation of the various parts of the project 
(other than the flood-control works at Oroville) cannot be determined until 
the results of such studies are available. 

To facilitate the construction and operation by the State of such project, the 
(Congress should authorize the negotiation and execution on behalf of the United 
States of the appropriate integration agreement with the State. Such authori- 
zation should provide for Federal grants and loans to aid in finaneing the State’s 
works, with provision for repayment by the State of all advances except grants 
covering nonreimbursable items under established Federal policy. The advances 
covering the irrigation features would not bear interest and the repayment 
period would be prescribed consonant with customary practice. 

Pursuant to State statutes, the department of finance has made filings for the 
appropriation of water to be developed and transported by the Feather River 
project for use in the westerly portions of the San Joaquin Valley and for use in 
southern California. The counties of origin and watershed protection statutes 
of the State present serious problems that require solution by the adoption of 
an amendment to the State Constitution, drafts of which, prepared by attorneys 
for the district, have been under consideration and study by interested groups 
throughout the State for many months. The Feather River project, both the 
features proposed originally for construction by the State and the applicable 
features of the proposed San Luis unit, should be constructed and operated by 
the State in a manner consistent with the ultimate solution of the problems 
relating to the water rights involved in the entire project. No preference as 
to such water rights should be accorded the areas proposed to be served by the 
San Luis unit. 

For the reasons outlined above, it is submitted that the pending bills should 
not be approved in their present form but that appropriate legislation should 
be enacted by Congress to accomplish the results outlined in this statement. 


JOSEPH JENSEN, Chairman. 


Mr. Coorrr. I have a few copies here, although I am not going to 
discuss that, so it may be that it is not necessary to hand them out. 
I am going to confine this to my own statement, because I know that 
the hour is late, and I would appreciate the privilege of getting my 
own views in the record. And this statement of Mr. Jensen's, of 
course, can be read by the committee. 

Pursuant to State statutes, the department of finance has made 
filings for the appropriation of water to be developed by the Feather 
River project. In those filings, it is contemplated that approximately 
1,800,000 acre-feet per annum would be allocated for areas south of 
the Tehachapi Mountains. But as I have just mentioned, the works 
that would permit the diversion, transportation, and delivery of those 
waters south of the Tehachapis would not be completed for about 20 
years. 

Some of the members of this committee would undoubtedly be 
familiar with the general principles of California water law, under 
which the extensive areas that lie between southern California and 
the source of supply of these waters might well develop their needs 
for additional supplies of water much quicker than the 20 years. And 
under our present State law of water rights, such areas might well 
acquire the right to take und use those waters. 
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Senator Kucne.t. Which waters, now, counselor ? 

Mr. Cooper. The waters that would be diverted by the Feather 
River project at the San Joaquin Delta, the waters which would be 
diverted and stored in San Luis Reservoir if the San Luis unit were 
constructed by the Bureau of Reclamation. 

Now, I am coming in a moment, gentlemen, to a point that I would 
like to indicate: that there is a very real problem in California to 
work out a sound procedure by which equitable allocations of waters 
so developed by public projects, whether they be by the State or 
by agencies of the State or by the Federal Government within the 
State, developing State waters, that is, waters that originate within 
the State—I am not speaking of interstate waters—that there is a very 
real problem to provide a sound, workable, and equitable procedure 
for arriving at the allocations that should be made of the waters 
provided by the respective watersheds which will be developed by 
these projects. 

Our present State constitution, section 3, of article XIV, which 
was added in 1928, requires that all waters be beneficially used in 
order to acquire and preserve appropriative rights thereto. I won't 
take the time of the committee to read the text of the section. 

There are in the water code statutory provisions frequently called 
the counties of origin and watershed protection statutes, which pur- 
port to reserve to the areas of origin of the waters all of the waters 
necessary for the ultimate development of those areas of origin. 

Some of us who have been considering this problem feel that con 
siderable question can be raised as to the validity of those statutes. 
But nevertheless, as I think is generally known, certainly by the gen- 
tlemen from California, the attorney general of the State on Jan 
uary 5, 1955, rendered an opinion in which he concluded that the 
provisions were valid and effectual. 

The district’s counsel—Mr. James H. Howard is the general counsel, 
as I think you know, and I am the assistant—and others in our work, 
believe that an amendment to the California constitution must be 
adopted to provide a legally sound basis for equitable allocation of 
the presently undeveloped waters of the State. 

As I have said on numerous occasions in various parts of the State, 
it is my personal belief that such a constitutional groundwork is essen- 
tial for the protection of the areas of origin, as well as for the pro- 
tection of the areas of deficiency, which would desire to import waters 
which could be properly exported from the watersheds of origin. It 
is my personal belief that the watersheds of origin, the so-called coun- 
ties of origin, are vulnerable today under the statutes of the State, 
and certainly southern California is vulnerable if you concede validity 
to those statutes, as to which I have personal doubt. 

Senator Kucnuer. I am most interested in your getting this into 
the record. If I may interrupt you for a moment, is the vulnerability, 
insofar as the San Luis recommendations of the State engineer are 
concerned, different under his recommendations, as against complete 
State construction ? 

Mr. Coorrr. I am going to try to get to that, Senator Kuchel. It 
may be that I can properly interject here what is, in effect, my con- 
cluding remark: That I do not believe that the suggestions that the 
district is making are at all inconsistent with the position which has 
been referred to as the State’s position here. 
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Now, the State had a specific proposal, or report I suppose I should 
say, specific report of the Bureau of Reclamation, on which com- 
ments were called for. And those comments were furnished. The 
report of the Bureau contemplated Federal construc tion and operation 
of the San Luis unit. The report of the State engineer, or rather the 
official report of California, commenting upon the Bure sau’s report, 
did not go to the length of disagreeing w ith the Bureauw’s report with 
regard to construction; that is, to the point of saying, “We recom- 
mend that the construction be by the State.” But the State’s com- 
ments, as, of course, has been made very evident here, do request that: 
opel ration of the San Luis be turned over to the State. 

Now, the position I am suggesting here, to my mind, would not 
in any way be inconsistent with the State’s comments. In other words, 
if the Federal Government were willing to do it, the State could con- 
struct, as well as operate, the entire F eather River project, including 
the applicable features of the San Luis unit with proper financial as- 
sistance from the Government—and I am not prepared to say how 
much that would be, or even some of the items, other than what comes 
quickly to mind, the flood-control features. I do want to point out 
that I think the problem should be considered in its entirety so far as 
the States’s Feather River project is concerned. We have a very in- 
volved situation respecting water rights. We have an entire project 
that ultimately the State would hope to have in operation, that would 
provide water as far as southern California. 

Now, for the proper handling of that, certainly from the standpoint 
of the leg: il complexities, it appears to me to be preferable to have the 
State construct and operate all portions of the physical works involved 

n the Feather River project. 

Senator Kucner. Will you spell out those reasons, counsel ? 

Mr. Coorrr. I will try to mention them as I go along. I am inter- 
jecting a little here. 

And, of course, the other phase of the concluding remarks which I 
expected to make is that we consider such suggestion to be consonant 
with the recommendations, if they can be called that, of the Presiden- 
tial Advisory Committee on Water Resources. I believe it was dated 
last December. 

The amendment that we have been working on for months—and we 
think that something along that line should be prepared—would estab- 

ish procedures where there could be proper reservations that would 
bb firm to the watersheds of origin of the waters reasonably necessary 
for their development, with corresponding allocations of waters which 
would be found to be exportable from those watersheds without detri- 
ment to the watersheds of origin. And from those exportable waters, 
there then could be allocations made to the service areas of the various 

projects as they are developed from time to time. The first project, 
us L said a moment ago, presumably will be the Feather River project. 

But I would like to stress the point that that project is a very ex- 
tensive project and involves service areas far more extensive than the 
service area of the proposed San Luis unit of the Central Valley 
project. 

And if I may, in passing, Senator Kuchel, if I understood a question 
that you asked before recess, I think of Mr. Banks, it seemed to con- 
template that the waters that would be stored in the San Luis Reser- 
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voir, if built by the Federal Government, but turned over to the State 
for operation, would then be delivered to the Federal Government or 
delivered under instructions of the Federal Government, as though a 
part of the Central Valley project with respect to the areas that would 
be deemed service areas of the San Luis unit. I may have misunder 
stood, but that is a rather startling suggestion, to my mind. Because 
at least the comments of the State, as I read them, where they request 
that the operation of the San Luis unit be in the hands of the State, 
would contemplate that the deliveries of water made available by the 
facilities at San Luis would be handled by the State to the service areas 
that would be service areas of the Feather River project. And if 
you don’t have it that way, I think it is all the more confusing in trying 
to reach an equitable solution of the water-rights problem. 

Senator Kucnen. Confusing from a legal standpoint ¢ 

Mr. Cooper. Yes. 

Senator Kucuet. And why? 

Mr. Coorrr. Because you would be turning water over to the Fed 
eral Government for handling, if I understand it, as a part of the 
Central Valley project, whereas the service areas of the Feather 
River project would be State service areas and would be of different 
geographic locations. 

Senator Kucurri. Do we not have that same potential problem in 
the whole Central Valley project today, if we run alongside of it a 
State one? Isthat not an inevitable situation ? 

Mr. Coorer. Not quite in the way I have been thinking of it. These 
allocations of water that are developed by projects within the Cali 
fornia water plan, waters the rights to which have not yet arisen— 
those waters would be available for use in the areas found to be en- 
titled to those waters. 

Senator Kucne.. But we would continue to have a Central Valley 
project functioning. 

Mr. Coorer. Yes. But that project to date has its own water rights, 
acquired pursuant to State law, some of them by assignments from 
the department of finance of some of the filings that the department, 
under these statutes that I referred to a moment ago, made some years 
ago. Those rights would be recognized, of course. 

Senator Kucnex. I do not understand your point about confusion. 
I see nothing, as a citizen of California, with the State finally entering 
the picture with its own plan covering parts of the State that are not 
now covered by a Bureau of Reclamation project, that would provide 
confusion. Why do we have to believe thi.t we would have confusion 
under that situation ? 

Mr. Coorrr. There can be projects operated by the State and by 
the Federal Government serving different service areas, of course. 

Senator Kucne.. Without confusion ? 

Mr. Coorrr. Oh, yes, of course. 

Senator Kucue.. And certainly with no legal problems involved. 

Mr. Coorrr. That is correct. But, Senator, may I point out that 
it would appear here that you have inextricable intermingling of the 
physical facilities of the so-called San Luis unit with physical facil- 
ities of the State’s Feather River project. 

Senator Kucue.. Inextricable from an engineering standpoint or 
from a legal standpoint ? 
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Mr. Coorer. From an engineering standpoint. 

Senator Kucue.. Your engineers disagree with you. 

Mr. Cooper. It can be integr: ated, of course. 

Then I should answer you: from the legal standpoint. 

You have physical works, and you have, as one lawyer to another, 
Senator— 

Senator Kucuen. I do not know that Iam a lawyer any more. 

Mr. Coorer. You lave works which will involve the diversion of 
water at the delta, storage of some of that water at a reservoir at San 
Luis, and then the transportation and delivery of that water to the 
various service areas 

Senator Kucnen. Right. 

Mr. Coorer. Now, this requires a procedure for establishing sound 
water rights for areas which may not be using those waters for some 
time in the future, but will be participating in the financing, certainly 
of any State works that might be constructed, and should have a sound 
foundation for their water right, which they could then invoke when 
the water was needed and when the facilities had been completed 
which would deliver that water to them. 

I would like, if I may, to point out that the proposed constitutional 
amendment has been under consideration for a long time, and there 
have been numerous drafts prepared, which are being considered by 
a committee appointed by the California State Chamber of Commerce, 
and also by a comniittee of lawyers, which the attorney general of 
the State has gotten together, and as a result of the many criticisms 
and suggestions, we are getting to the point where I think the text 
is becoming improved, so that it can be expected that a sound proposal] 
will be presented to the California Legislature at its session next Janu 
ary. It will convene early in January. 

In the interval, the legislature’s joint interim committee on water 
problems, several members of which have appeared here at this hear- 
ing, has the matter under study and will review the suggestions and 
conclusions of the State chamber’s committee and of the attorney 
general’s group of lawyers, and of all others who are interested in this 
problem. 

I would like to suggest to this committee that whatever the solution 
of the very difficult problems regarding these water rights under State 
law may prove to be, the applicable features of the San Luis unit 
should be so integrated into the State’s Feather River project—and 
that would be when the final plans for the State’s project are known, 
after additional studies have been made—that equitable allocations 
would be made of all waters developed by the entire project. I think 
the record here is quite clear that at the March session of the State 
legislature, substantial appropriations were made for further engi- 
neering and fiscal studies with respect to routes, and the economics 
of the State’s project, so that the precise plans for the project of the 
State cannot yet be finalized, if that is a sound word. 

I would suggest that no preference as to such water rights should 
be accorded to the areas proposed to be served by the San Luis unit. 
That brings me right back to what I have been trying to bring out 
here, that we have a large project proposed by the State which is called 
the Feather River ear It involves the dam at Oroville, which, if 
[ understand the engineers, would provide more water for diversion 
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at the delta. It would firm up the supply at the delta. But the 
actual diversion for use in the San Joaquin Valley and ultimately in 
southern California would occur at the delta, at the Sacramento-San 
Joaquin Delta. 

Of course, that poses very difficult problems as to what the water- 
sheds of origin of those waters will be, and what quantities, under the 
State’s present policy, as expressed by the counties of origin and 
watershed protection statutes, should be set aside and allocated for 
the watersheds of origin. 

The engineers here in the room could speak much more adequately 
than I, but if you divert at one place perhaps you would have a com- 
bined watershed of the Sacramento-San Joaquin, with tremendous 
future development possible. So how can you have any exportable 
surplus, if you are going to preserve water sufficient for those water- 
sheds? 

I do not wish to bore this committee, Senator Kuchel 

Senator Kucnet. You don’t. 

Mr. Cooper. And this is not a forum to solve those problems. I am 
merely pointing them out for the record here, to indicate that we in 
California, who have been working on this for months, think that 
there is a very real necessity for coming up with some sound mechanics 
which will permit fair and equitable allocations to be made, and that 
all projects hereafter that will involve the exportation of water from 
one watershed for use in another, if feasible and possible, should fit the 
pattern that is finally agreed upon to be the fair and sound method of 
solving these problems. 

Senator Kucner. Let me ask you this question: Under any State 
plan, as it came into operation, to transfer water from one area to 
another, as a lawyer what would your answer be to this question: 
Anybody who bought water from a State plan—would he have a vested 
right, or a contractual right ? 

Mr. Cooper. He would, I suppose, have a contractual right, which 
in itself could be a vested right and would be under our proposed 
amendment. 

Senator Kucuei. Your proposed amendment ? 

Mr. Cooper. That is right. I am afraid under the present law he 
would not have a completely firm right. 

Senator Kucnet. So that we have in California a problem, regard- 
less of how we proceed with the development and construction proj- 
ects, in solving this county-of-origin problem. That unquestionably 
is true. 

Mr. Coorer. Yes. May I comment there? If I understand your 
question, or your remark, it would not matter who develops a particu- 
lar project, whether it be the Federal Government or the State itself 
or some local agency or some private individual. You will have that 
problem of a fair reservation for the watersheds of origin and a firm 
right to export water for use outside of it. 

Senator Kucnen. And is it not true that the problem would exist 
legally in exactly the same degree, no matter which agency, Federal, 
State, or district, built this specific project ? 

Mr. Coorrer. Oh, yes. The problem would exist. 

Senator Kucuet. In the same fashion? 
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Mr. Cooper. It would. But in my opinion—and I am expressing an 
opinion—it would, I think, be more easily administered to fit the final 
pattern that is agreed upon at the State level. 

Senator Kucnenv. Why ? 

Mr. Cooper. Well, because you will have allocations presumably 
to the various areas to be served by projects. If you have a single 
project under a single agency, in this instance the State itself, you 
would find that the administration and compliance with allocations, 
the recognition of the water rights which would have been estab- 

ished and would be firm under the procedure that we hope to evolve, 
you would presumably find easier under the one agency than if you 

had two agencies serving, in effect, the same general area. 

Senator Kucuen. But, Counsel, we will have two agencies. In the 
Central Valley there must be two agencies if the Feather River project 
comes into fruition. 

The only point I make is that I do not understand why dealing 
with the Federal Government is any more difficult from the stand- 
point of State law, than dealing with the State administration. All 
[ contend here is that the law is the same with respect to each of 
them. 

Mr. Coorrr. Well, now, of course, I am assuming, as I believe your 
questions assume, that the Federal Government would be subject to 
State law if it built this project which it might build. 

Senator Kucnen. There is no question about it. And I cannot 
apologize for anyone who flouts State law, no matter for what agency 
of Government he works. But, time and time again, this table has 
produced legislation that is now the law of this land, in which we 
clearly indicate that State law determines interests in water. 

The point of it is, I do not see how there is a complication of the 
problem by having two agencies in California. But if there is, I 
would like to know about it, because God knows we are going to have 
it that way. The Central Valley project is a Feder al project, and 
no matter how the Feather River project comes along, they will be 
existing side by side. 

Mr. Coorer. But their basic water rights may be somewhat different. 
his proposed solution of the wate wrsheds-of- -origin problem would, of 
course, not impair in any way the rights to water which might have 
arisen or been vested by the time the new solution is reached. So that 
your present Central Valley project, under the Federal administration, 
would proceed as it is now, with water rights which it has already 
acquired. But new developments, if your question involves the possi- 
bility that the Federal Government will provide for new developments, 
additional projects, in the Central Valley—then it would be my 
expectation, certainly my hope, that the Government, the Federal 
Government, would have to comply with the new State law, whatever 
that might be, as to the waters that the new Federal project would 
in volve. 

Senator Kucwen. And the laws of the Government of the United 
States so provide. 

Mr. Coorrr. Yes; they donow. That is right. 

Senator Kucuer. And have since the Reclamation Act of 1902. 


Mr. Coorrr. That is right. 
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Senator Kucne.. Now, coming back again to the reason for this 
hearing, the Metropolitan Water District does urge, do I understand, 
Mr. Cooper, that Federal moneys be obtained to be utilized by the 
State in the construction of this project ? 

Mr. Cooper. Yes, to the extent that that is in conformity with 
regular Federal practice. And that in one sense, perhaps, gives » 
part of the picture here. It would relate to the Feather River project 
which involves a very considerable flood-control feature at Oroville. 
And, of course, there is a bill on that. But it would be the overall 
Feather River project of the State for which proper Federal assis’ 
ance might be provided. Flood-control features, nonreimbursable, 
irrigation features without interest, and, if it were necessary or cle- 
sirable for any additional loans to be made, they would carry interest, 
and the repayment period, of course, would be prescribed in accord- 
ance with the usual practice. We think that would be appropriate, 
Senator. I am not prepared to say that we insist upon it, because, as 
I said a moment ago, southern California has done her own financing 
for her own water projects. And we could continue to do so. Cer- 
ey to the extent that the State would build the project, southern 

‘alifornia would defray, I would suppose, in the neighborhood of 
60 precent of the cost, because of the relative population and property 
valuation and income. Whatever the nature of the State’s taxes, that 
would service a State-bonded indebtedness, or would provide general 
funds from which the cost could be paid by the State, southern Cali- 
fornia has a very major interest in it, upward of 60 percent. And we 
could continue to do that. But as the Federal Government is expected 
to continue its practice of furnishing aid to worthy projects in the 
various States, our board feels that a fair and sound allocation from 
the Federal Government for this Feather River project should be 
made. 

Senator Kucuer. In any event, your are opposed to the recom- 
mendations of the State engineer as they are outlined in his San 
Luis report. 

Mr. Cooper. I would like to say again, as he actually states it, that 
where he recommends that the works after construction by the Bureau 
be turned over to the State for operation, I would add to that that 
it would be preferable if the construction were in the hands of the 
State. 

Now, I do not want to quibble on words, but I do feel that this 
suggestion is not inconsistent with the State’s position, and that— 
I think the State’s representatives are lere—they would be in a 
better position than I to answer that question. But I would think 
that State construction and operation would fit the program that the 
State has outlined in this report that it has made on the Bureau's 
report. 

[ would not consider our suggestion to be inconsistent with it. 

Senator Kucner. Have you ti aken a position on the recommendation 
to enlarge the Central Valley project service area and utilize a por- 
tion of the waters impounded in the reservoir for that service area ! 

Mr. Coorrr. Do you mean that so-called Avenal area that is in 
this last report / 

Senator Kucue.. No. The State engineer has stated that 1f his 
recommendations were carried out, he would act under Federal law 
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to distribute water to the enlarged Central Valley service area, and 
the balance of the waters would be then utilized for the Feather 
River project. 

Mr. Cooper. You mean the State engineer said that ? 

Senator Kucner. That is right. In other words, the integrated 
dam theory. 

Mr. Coorrer. Well, I think perhaps that bears a bit upon the side 
remark I made a moment ago about your question that elicited that 
point. If I understand that, I think it probably would cause some 
worry. I thought you were referring to this statement on page 27 of 
the Bureau’s last annual report on the Central Valley project. 

But to the extent that waters were made available from the Feather 
River project for areas of an expanded Central Valley project, as out- 
lined by the Federal Government, to my mind it would add to the 
‘complexities of the State authorities and southern California in seeing 
that there were a fair quantity of water available to the various areas 
of the State that would be entitled to it equitably. And as I said a 
moment ago, the plans of the State, the filings made by the Depart- 
ment back in 1951, have indicated very clearly 1,773,000 acre-feet for 
southern California, for the area south of the Tehachapi. Other 
quantities for areas upstream, if I can use that term, closer to the 
Delta. All without preference, as between themselves, but certainly 
a definite indication by the State engineer’s office th: at very close to 
1,890,000 of the total quantity that this Feather River project would 
develop should be made available for southern California 20 years 
nence. 

Senator KucHe.. Who made that recommendation / 

Mr. Cooper. The State engineer. It isin his report. 

Senator Kucue.:. Who also makes these recommendations for 
integration. 

Mr. Coorrr. That is correct. And I am very frank to say here that 
our views in southern California, my own personally, and other attor- 
neys for the district, are a little more questioning with regard to the 
water rights than some of the officials of the State government. 

Of course, we are in a critical area, Senator, where, if we do not 
have sound legal protection for a water right which we won’t be invok- 
ing for perhaps 20 years, then we lose. The engineers for the State, 
the engineers for other entities, sometimes feel that there is such an 
assurance by nature that the water will be there that we need not be too 
concerned about the legal mechanics that would assure us of a firm 
right, even though we do not take our water for 20 years. 

Now, as a lawyer for the Metropolitan District, I cannot proceed on 

that assumption, if I can come up with a solution that would seem 
ome to all areas of the State. 

Senator Kucnex.. But if the State tomorrow morning built the 
Oroville Dam and the San Luis Reservoir and waited 12 years to 20 
years to run water down into southern California, would not the legal 
problem be exactly the same ? 

Mr. Cooper. If I get your question, I think the answer will involve 
inaneing, 

Senator Kucne.. But from the standpoint of water rights? 

Mr. Cooper. The two go hand in hand. As I said a moment ago, 
southern California will pay 60 percent or more of any State expendi- 
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ture. And if you are going to build the Oroville Dam at a cost ot 
a half billion dollars, $500 million or thereabouts, and the San Luis 
at $229 million, and 60 percent of that is being provided from south 
ern California, and the plans for the project from the very beginning 
show that it is expected that as a result of the ultimate completion oi 
the overall project 1,773,000 acre-feet will be available for southern 
California, we, as attorneys for the Metropolitan District, which rep 
resents so much territory and such a large population, feel that we 
should have what we can report to our clients and advise them what 
will furnish a sound water right upon which southern California 
can rely. 

Senator Kucuex.. And you think that any Federal moneys expende«| 
on one reservoir would change our problem on water rights? 

Mr. Cooper. It would not change the basic principles of it; no. | 
merely think that, as I try to foresee it—and I may say that it is very 
difficult to conceive of these abstract theories; it is a little difficult to 
think this through—I would say this, if I may answer your question : 
I would say that in my opinion it definitely would not make the solu 
tion any easier. And since from the standpoint—— 

Senator Kucnex.. Except financially, I suppose. 

Mr. Cooper. I was just going to cover that. If the Federal Gov 
ernment saw fit in its wisdom to render what in effect would be the 
same financial assistance by proper loans and grants for the flood 
control features, we in southern California would find ourselves in 
a better situation in which to solve at the State level these very diffi- 
cult questions. 

Senator Kucner. Thank you very much, Mr. Cooper. 

I would like to call the next witness. Who is the next witness, 
Goodrich ? 

Mr. Coorrer. Thank you, Senator. 

Senator Kucnex.. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Lineweaver. Mr. Patrick Kelly and Mr. Vance Webb. 


STATEMENT OF VANCE WEBB, TAFT, CALIF., MEMBER, KERN 
COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 


Mr. Wess. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, my name is Vance Webb. 
I live in Taft, Calif. I am a member of the Kern County Board of 
Supervisors and chairman of their water committee, 

I was a little alarmed yesterday not to hear too much about Kern 
County. Ihave heard more of it today. 

We in the lower end of the San Joaquin Valley are in critical need 
of water. Our wells are dropping just as rapidly as those in the other 
parts of the State, and we certainly need relief. 

We do not oppose water to any other area. I think that we feel, 
and I am speaking of the board and the people in our county, that all 
areas of California should have the adequate and necessary water for 
their usage. 

We do geographically lie just above the heavily populated Los 
Angeles area. Weare the breadbasket and will be the breadbasket for 
that area. And we certainly need water at this time to supply the 
farmers in that area so that we can take care of these spate 

I have a resolution adopted by my board. It is very brief, and I 
would like to read it. 
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We are opposed to the legislation, naturally, that is being proposed, 
since through that legislation Kern County will not derive one drop 
if water. 

If I may read this, Senator, at this time: 


RESOLUTION 


SecTION 1. Whereas (a) the present and future economic welfare and develop- 
ment of the State of California is dependent upon the control, operation, regula- 
tion, conservation, development, and distribution by the State of California of 
its water resources; and 

(b) The Feather River project has been authorized by the Legislature of the 
State of California as the initial unit of the California water plan; and 

(c) The San Luis Dam and Reservoir and aqueduct therefrom along the 
west side of the San Joaquin Valley southward to the southern end of said 
valley and to southern California are essential basic elements of said Feather 
River. projects; and 

(d) The Legislature of the State of California has appropriated the sum 
of $9,350,000 for the purchase and acquisition without delay of lands and ap- 
purtenances required for the construction of said Feather River project, includ- 
ing specifically the site of said San Luis Dam and Reservoir, together with 
additional initial phases of construction of said Feather River project; and 

(e) Any plan of integration of the proposed Federal San Luis unit would 
cause undue delay in the construction and operation of the Feather River 
project as the initial unit of California water plan and would thereby adversely 
affect the feasibility of said Feather River project as such initial unit of 
said California water plan; and 

(f) The immediate construction of the said Feather River project as the 
nitial unit of the California water plan is essential to the present and future 
economic welfare of the entire State of California ; and 

(g) The intents and purposes of this resolution have been recommended and 
endorsed by the Kern County Water Commission: Now, therefore be it 

Resolved by the Board of Supervisors of the County of Kern, State of 
California: 

Sec. 2. (a) That this board of supervisors does hereby join with the Legisla- 
ture of the State of California and with counties, cities, water districts, and 
ivic organizations throughout said State in support of the acquisition without 
delay by said State of California of lands and appurtenances for the site of 
San Luis Dam and Reservoir from funds appropriated and provided therefor 
by the legislature of the said State of California; and 

(0) That said San Luis Dam and Reservoir be constructed, operated, and 
inmanaged, and controlled by the State of California as a part of the said Feather 
River project as the initial unit of the California water plan; and 

(c) That the clerk of the board of supervisors forthwith prepare and deliver 
to Mr. H. W. Kelly, the duly appointed and authorized legislative representative 
of the county of Kern, 100 certified copies of this resolution. 

| would like, Senator, to have a copy entered into the records; 
the written records. 

\lso, I have copies from the Greater Bakersfield Chamber of Com- 
merce and the Wasco Chamber of Commerce, which I do not intend 
to read, but I would like to have them made a part of the minutes. 

Also I would like to introduce Mr. Pat Kelly. 

Senator Kucnen. Before you do, let me talk with you a little bit. 

Mr. Wess. Surely. 

Senator Kucnen. Whoever sits in this position that I oecupy at 
the moment has, I think, a responsibility to do what he can to help 
every section of the State, if I may say that. It may be self-serving. 
Part of the resolution that you have just read alleges ‘that any Federal 
construction at San Luis would seriously delay a State water plan. 

Now, that is'a serious accusation, because the recommendation for 
Federal participation in this dam was made by the State engineer of 
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the State of California. I don’t know him. I have met him here. | 
have talked with him. He has come back here and testified on other 
matters. I would be loath to feel that a technical engineer would 
make a recommendation which would eliminate the economy of any 
section of a State. That is No. 1. 

Now, No. 2, we have had, in various parts of California, Fed 
eral construction for projects. I have been very happy to see the Con 
gress come along, this past couple of years, since I have been here, 
and assist the people of California. And this is the first time that 
people representing divergent views in my State, where I was born 
and raised and will die, have been in the same room together. There 
has been the most tragic bitterness in parts of California that I have 
ever known—and I have been in public life for 20 years—over this 
water propect. 

Now, I would like to have you feel that the people back here want 
to be of assistance to their State. Your own Member of Congress, far 
closer to you than a United States Senator from California, introduced 
a bill to provide for the Federal construction of the dam at San Luis. 
What I am saying is this: I would like to have the reasons why you 
have passed that resolution, and believe that Federal construction 
would interfere with your good people. 

Because the State engineer, here, this morning, said that under his 
recommendations the Feather River project would come along as 
speedily as it could, with the legislature acting, with the people ap- 
proving the greatest bond issue we will ever have on the ballot in 
California. 

But even assuming all those steps are taken, the State engineer said 
that if the Federal Government would authorize construction of a 
project, the statute for which would specifically provide for the engi- 
neer or the State government to operate it and maintain it, that in 
his judgment he could bring water down to the lowest reaches of the 
San Joaquin, I think he said, in the earliest. possible time. 

Now, if we ascribe to him good faith—and I think we must, for the 
position that he takes here—then to refute his position and to over- 
come it, we must develop, and those who raise the questions must de- 
velop, the reasons for the conclusion that Federal construction and 
State operation—and I oversimplyify it as the State engineer recom- 
mends it—would delay the development of the area of your good 
people. 

Can you state why your Board feels that undue delay would be 
caused ¢ 

Mr. Wess. Yes, Senator, I think I can. 

I realize your position. I know you represent all the people in 
California, and we appreciate it, and I know that you are honestly and 
sincerely trying todo so. You do not want a break in the State, feel- 
ings north and south, central, and so forth. None of us do. We 
are all working together for a purpose. 

I believe you mentioned that my Congressman had introduced a bill. 
I think you are referring to Representative Sisk. 

Senator Kucue.t. And Hagen. 

Mr. Wess. And Hagen; at this same time. 

Now, the bill as I understand it is the one that takes care of the San 
Luis project, and it definitely stops some 50 miles north of the Kern 
County line. 





SAN LUIS (CALIFORNIA) IRRIGATION DEVELOPMENT 249 


Senator Kucuer. But now we are talking here, if I may interrupt 
you, about the recommendations which your State government has 
made. And in support of those recommendations, the State engineer 
testified today. And his recommendations are that the Federal Gov- 
ernment construct this dam, and that the State operate it. And his 
testimony today was that in his judgment, I think I am quoting this 
correctly; we can see—his testimony today was that in his capacity, 
or in the State’s capacity, of operating that, waters would be brought 
sooner down to the lower end of the San Joaquin Valley. 

Mr. Wess. I think that is a phase, Senator, of the Feather River 
project. 

Senator Kucuen. Exactly. 

Mr. Wess. That he is speaking of. 

Senator Kucnen. Exactly. 

Mr. Wess. It does not say that in the bills that are proposed, the 
ones that I have seen. And until there is something definitely written 
in, we have to take the stand that it doesn’t exist. And when this 
resolution was drawn up, there was no such statement by the engineer. 

We do have the Feather River project, the entire Feather River 
project, and that does provide water for us. That is the reason that 
we are favoring the Feather River project. 

I think you Mentioned too while we do feel that it would perhaps 
speed up the water coming south, history has proven that we could— 
well, I will back up just a little bit. I think it shows it has proven 
that some of the Federal projects are rather slow in developing. 

I think I heard a comment from Senator Watkins this morning that 
the Trinity project had been approved. I do not know as to whether 
funds have been allocated as yet for that purpose. 

Senator Kucuen. We had the first appropriation last year. 

Mr. Wess. I believe that the amount, if I am correct—you can cor- 
rect me if I am not—is some $400 million for the project. 

Senator KucHex. $320 million. 

Mr. Wess. And also I heard evidence brought before the group 
that it would be necessary to build the Trinity project. 

Representative Sisk. $219 million. 

Mr. Wess. That is for the Trinity porn in its entirety; that 
it would be necessary to build that before the San Luis project. could 
operate—fruin the power standpoint, 1 am speaking of now. We 
need the power to bring the water up into the lift for the San Luis. 

The cost of course of the San Luis project is some $229 million, 
if I recall, which makes a sum in the neighborhood of $600 million 
before it is completed. 

I think that an average amount of money which has heen allocated 
for such purposes by the Federal Government to the State of Cali- 
fornia’s projects amounts to about $25 million a year. Using that 

same basis, $25 million a year for $600 million, it would be about 
24 years before we could expect. the completion. And also for the 
%25 million which are sent or spent in the California area, we have 
to come back here and usually put up quite a battie to even receive 
(that amount. And that is where we base our thinking that it is going 
to take a great many years before we could expect the San Luis proj- 
ect itself to be developed, to say nothing about the larger expanded 
area to the south. 
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Senator Kucuev. You say it is necessary for the Trinity project 
to be completed before there is power for pumping water to the San 
Luis area and that this might take 24 years? Is there anyone from 
the Bureau here who can tell us if pumping to the San Luis area 
has to await completion of the Trinity plants? Mr. Murray, can 
you answer that ? 

Mr. Murray. According to our reports, Trinity power, or appro- 
priate arrangements in connection with sale of falling water is es- 
sential to feasibility of the San Luis unit. However, assuming an 
early start on construction of San Luis unit, we could meet the initial 
requirements for pumping power without Trinity. We could do this 
because project pumping requirements on the present CVP are build- 
ing up gradually and will not reach a maximum for several years; 
also, in the first year or two, we wouldn’t be pumping nearly the full 
water needs of the San Luis unit. All this assumes, of course, con- 
tinued relations with Pacific Gas & Electric Co. for firming power. 

Senator Kucuen. All right, Brother Kelly. 


STATEMENT OF PATRICK KELLY, MEMBER, CALIFORNIA STATE 
LEGISLATURE, FROM KERN COUNTY 


Mr. Kextiy. Senator Kuchel and Congressman Sisk and my col- 
leagues from the legislature that are not here now, my name is Pat 
Kelly. I am in the State legislature from the 39th district, which is 
Kern County, covering the southern end of the San Joaquin Valley. 
This is a matter for the record as to my appointment for the county 
of Kern. 

As Mr. Webb has already said, I was appointed to be here to present 


their statement to this committee. We have prepared copies at the 
end of the table covering this estimate in sufficient quantities for all 
of you and for the members of the committee not here. 

We do have a fine board of supervisors, and I want to say that the 
board and the people of Kern County respect you as our Senator, and 
we appreciate the job that you are doing as our representative, and we 
also realize that you have a tough problem in trying to please all of the 
people of all of the areas of the State. And this is not any personal 
criticism by any means, this statement, which is in opposition to inte- 
gration under the reclamation law. 

This statement of the Board of Supervisors of the County of Kern, 
State of California, is being presented, as I said, by myself for the 
board of supervisors. I am somewhat familiar with the State legisla- 
tive action that we took at the past session and also at the 1955 session. 
And I am anxious, of course, along with other legislators, to see the 
preview of Mr. Banks’ proposed legislation, because unless the State 
legislature does act at the next session in early time and also in pro- 
v iding some necessary funds for the development of our water pro- 
gram, we are going to find ourselves in a very bad way. 

Now, I say “that as a legislator and not as a representative of the 
board of supervisors. I am here today to make this statement for 
them. 

The county of Kern is a political subdivision of the State of Califor- 
nia with an area of 5,230,080 acres, or 8,172 square miles. Just by way 
of comparison, the area of this county is the approximate equivalent 
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of the entire State of Massachusetts, or, by further comparison, in 
veographical size it is the approximate combined equivalent of the 
entire States of Connecticut, Delaware, and Rhode Island—so that 
the members of the committee will have some idea of the size of our 
county. 

[ appreciate Mr. O’Neill’s presentation yesterday in regard to the 
acreage in the area of the Westlands Irrigation District, w hich he said, 
| believe, was 500,000 acres. We have “660,55 10 acres of land in the 
county in the production of planted crops as of 1955. And this is 
about 85 percent of the entire area of the State of Rhode Island. 

In 1955, the total agricultural production, which included livestock, 
poultry, and dairying, employed a total land acreage of approximately 
200,000 acres with a total agricultural production return value of 
2508.47% 3,112, which I find in 1S 155 is about $18 million less than the 
1954 value; which indicates that the dropoff in the return value of 
igricultural production is largely due to the water problem. Of 
course, there are other factors, too, but the decrease of $18 million 
in 1 year indicates that we are having a problem from the standpoint 
of the water. 

The greater part of the county’s total cultivated crop acreage is the 
result of reclamation by irrigation of the desertlike southern end 
of San Joaquin Valley, and this covers approximately one-fourth of 
the area of the county. Heavy application of water has made pos- 

sible the great expansion of such planted acreage from 328,000 acres 
in 1940 to : 660,590 acres in 1955. 

We have a regular setup of government, of course, with a 5-member 
board, like all of our counties, and under date of May 1, 1956, the 
board of supervisors of the county adopted this resolution that Super- 
visor Webb just read, with reference to the proposed construction of 
the San Luis Dam and Reservoir and appurtenances within the county 
of Merced. 

In accordance with the policy set forth and adopted in this reso- 
lution, this statement is prepared and submitted in furtherance of 
the policy of Kern County, together with the recommendations and 
some suggestions that are more specific. 

[ can skip, I think, a part here, because it was covered by the reso- 
lution. I would like to jump to page 3, which starts with the imme- 
diate construction of the Feather River project as the initial unit of 
the California water plan, and specifically including therein the said 
San Luis Dam, Reservoir, and aqueduct, as hereinbefore mentioned, 
as essential to the present and future economic welfare of the entire 
State of California. The county of Kern specifically, and generally 
the southern portion of the San Joaquin Valley, in which the county 
of Kern is geographically located, is at the present time faced with 
very serious water deficiencies. And I would like to say, Senator 
Kuchel, that the area of Wheeler Ridge, which is south of Bakers- 
field, and that entire area, are of course faced with either staying 
in business by getting supplemental water or going out of business 
because of the impossibility of lifting water. And I know that you 
are familiar with that area. 

The serious water deficiencies are rapidly extending to encompass 
the entire area of the southern part of the State, southward even 

s far as to the Republic of Mexico. 

78891—56——17 
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We know the condition in the San Diego area and other portions of 
the south. 

In order to prevent the serious detriment to the economic welfare 
of the entire State of California, which will inevitably result from 
the ever-increasing water deficiencies now being suffered by many 
areas Within this State, immediate conservation ot the water resources 
of the State of California is imperative. Such conservation can only 
be effective by the construction of reservoirs within which to preserve 
the runoff of waters within this State otherwise lost to the sea, and 
by the distribution of such thusly conserved waters to areas of de- 
ficiency by an adequate aqueduct system. 

It is believed that such conservation and distribution can best be 

effected by the immediate construction, operation, management and 
control by the State of California of its natural water resources 
carried forward by the immediate construction of said Feather River 
project by the State of California, and including, as an essential par 
thereof, the said San Luis dam, reservoir, and aqueducts thereto 
appurtenant. 

It is believed that any plan of integration of the proposed Federal 
San Luis unit would cause undue delay, as has been stated in the 
resolution, in the construction and operation of the said Feather River 
project, as the initial unit of the said California water plan, and 
would thereby adversely affect the feasibility of the said Feather River 
project as such initial unit of the California water plan. 

With respect to the financing of the costs of construction of the 
Feather River pro} ject, the board of supervisors of the county of 
Kern suggests that the State of California and the United Stat 
enter into an agreement of partnership whereby a portion of the funds 
for construction of the Feather River project of the California water 
plan be provided by the United States under a loan agreement. 

I want you to note that I did not say, or it is not stated here, “inter- 
est-free loan.” It says, “loan agreement,” which is entirely different, 
I believe, than merely stating “interest-free loan.” Because some of 
that loan could possibly be on an interest basis. 

The existence of such a partnership between the United States and 
the State of California would materially assist the State in the sorely 
needed development of its water resources by the pooling of Federal 
and State funds, 

Such pooling of funds would insure adequate financing and an 
earlier delivery of water to the southern San Joaquin V alle *y and to 
the southern portion of the State of California encompassed within 
the Feather River project of the California water plan. 

As an inherent part of the development of its natural resources 
under the sovereignty of the State of California, it is suggested that 
the management and control of all of the elemnts of the California 
State water plan, including the San Luis unit thereof, should be 
vested primarily with the State of California. 

In presenting this recommendation and suggestion, the county of 
Kern in no wise seeks to oppose or infringe upon the ‘opportunity of 
any portion of this State to receive water. The county of Kern fully 
recognizes the drastic needs of counties to the north to immediately 
receive supplemental water. That is particularly shown in the West- 
ern Irrigation District and the entire west side of the San Joaquin 
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\ illey from Merced through Fresno. The Feather River project, as 
a part of the ¢ ‘alifornia water plan, fully recognizes the urgent need 
of said portions of this State, and fully provides for all of such needs 
as contemplated by the Federal San Luis project. The Feather River 
project, however, not only contemplates the urgent needs of said north 
ern portions of the San Joaquin Valley, but further recognizes and 
extends to the equally drastic needs of the county of Kern, the southern 
portions of said San Joaquin Valley, and the entire southern portion 
the State of California, not provided for in any manner whatever 
the proposed Federal San Luis unit as the Central Valley project. 
he dle velopment of the California water plan by the State of Cali- 
fornia in accord with such a partnership between said State and the 
Lnited States woul 1, as stated before, be in harmony with the report 
of the President’s Advisory Committee on Water Resources Polic y 
dated January 17, 1956. Of course, you are familiar with that report, 
it having been referred to several times during the hearings. And I 
not going to read the part of the paper here that deals with that, 
ept this portion: 
e Federal Government should encourage non-Federal initiation and assump 
of responsibility for construction of water resources projects. This encour 
vement should include payment in the case of non-Federal projects of the 
jount that would have been nonreimbursable had the project been federally 
onstructed and the making or guaranteeing of loans to non-Federal interests 
for the construction of projects, and other appropriate means. 

\s an incentive to non-Federal construction of partnership projects having no 
vendible products, the Federal Government should increase by 10 percent the 

mount Which it would contribute under the proposed general cost-sharing pro- 
cedure if the project were to be built by the Federal Government. 

The Federai Government should, to the extent necessary and appropriate, 
make or guarantee loans, under reasonable regulations, and with adequate secu- 
rity to States or loeal political subdivisions to construct water resources projects. 

We feel that that particular statement leads us into the status of 
seeking to develop this particular project without the Federal assist- 
ance, except in the recommendation of a loan, because we feel that we 
are one of 48 States, and there are 47 other States that probab Ny have 
a tre Canaan demand for various support in projects, and, rig! it fully 

, they can only get those by the oper: ation of the Bureau % Re ‘lama- 

i. We do feel that we are in a different position in uli ifornia, 
even though we have a $1.8 billion budget, and we are a rants State 
ind are of course growing rapidly. 

Someone this morning said something about: “Why di 
velop our water resources under a State plan sooner?” We 
very evident. It hasn’t been so many years ago that we had : artesian 
wells right in Kern County. At that same time, we did not have 
much of a population, nor did we have very much in the way of agri: 
cultural production. We just did not have any particular proble: 
— le Bt complacent, because of this ove rsupply of water, you 

ight say. And all of a sudden we have this ine reased population, 
sail we have increased acreage, and we have increased uses for water, 
with a big population. 

Inclusion of the San Luis unit as an essential part of the Feather 
River project of the California water plan would be distinctly in 
accord with this national water policy. 

In presenting this statement, the county of Kern wishes to extend 
to the President of the United States, to the President’s Cabinet, to 
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the Congress of the United States, to the Legislature of the State of 
California, and to all of the counties thereof, its sincere cooperation to 
the end of satisfactorily resolving the proper conservation of the water 
resources of the State of California in the interests of the economic 
welfare not only of the county of Kern and the State of California, but 
to the United States of America as a whole. 

And we certainly thank you, Senator Kuchel, and this committee, 
for giving us the opportunity to present this statement on this particu- 
lar subject. 

Senator Kucuen. Thank you very much, Mr. Kelly. 

Gentlemen, I am sorry, but I have got to leave at 4 o’clock. I know 
that some of you want to testify. Senator Watkins said that he 
would reconvene this meeting at 10 o’clock Monday morning, did le 
not ¢ 

Mr. Lineweaver. At 10 o’clock. If you can be here, we will get 
some others, Senator. I think we can clean it up in about an hour 
Monday. 

Mr. Coorrr. May I make one explanation here, Senator Kuchel! 
Because I have to be over in another committee on Monday. As | 
understand it—and I hope Mr. Banks will be available for your com- 
mittee to clear it up—the State’s report on the Bureau’s report on the 
San Luis unit does not contemplate that the water stored in the San 
Luis Reservoir will be integrated with the Central Valley project 
water. That was what I alluded to in my statement or testimony 
here, that the service areas to be supplied by water stored in the San 
Luis Reservoir, after it is-constructed, regardless of who builds it, 
the Federal Government or the State, would be supplied by the State 
as part of the functions of the Feather River project, and the service 
areas would be controlled by the Feather River project service area 
development. And that of couse would involve the allocations of 
waters under the procedures which would be established if a sound 
solution of the difficult problems relating to the water rights can be 
achieved, as we hope and expect. I wanted to get that into the record 
today as part of my testimony. And if I am incorrect in that, J 
would hope Mr. Banks would bring it out. 

Senator Kucuen. We will recess until 10 o’clock on Monday. 

(Whereupon, at 4 p. m., the hearing was recessed, to reconvene at 


10 a.m., Monday, May 14, 1956.) 
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MONDAY, MAY 14, 1956 


Unrrep States SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON IRRIGATION AND RECLAMATION 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D.C. 


The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess, at 10 a. m., in room 
224, Senate Office Building, Senator Thomas H. Kuchel presiding. 

Senator Kucuen.. The meeting will come to order, and we will first 
hear from Mr. George Kerrigan. 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE KERRIGAN, COUNCILMAN, CITY OF 
SAN DIEGO 


Mr. Kerrigan. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, I am 
George Kerrigan, city councilman from the city of San Diego. I am 
a member of the San Diego County Water Authority, and a member 
of the board of directors. I am also a member of the Feather River 
Association, 

in this statement here this morning, I am appearing in behalf of the 
city and county of San Diego, supported by resolutions of both the 
city and the county. 

The statement will take a very short while to read; or I can sort 
of briefly review San Diego’s position so far as water is concerned 
and make this statement a part of the file if you want to conserve time. 

Senator Kucuen. All right. Fine. Then without objection, the 
entire text of your statement will appear in the record, along with at- 
tendant resolutions. 

Mr. Kerrigan. That is correct, sir. 

(The statement and resolutions referred to are as follows :) 


STATEMENT ON BEHALF OF CITY OF SAN DIEGO 
FEATHER RIVER PROJECT, POLICY, STATE AND FEDERAL PARTICIPATION 


The city of San Diego is located in the most southwesterly corner of the United 
States and is the site of the first mission built in California by the Franciscan 
Fathers. 

During the days of the early settlers, growth in the area was extremely slow 
for various reasons, but mainly because of lack of water. Even the Franciscan 
Fathers had to move the mission to secure a better small water supply. 

With the advent of railroads into San Diego and beginning about the turn of 
the century, San Diego began to grow steadily. Its population in 1910 was 
about 40,000; 1920, 75,000; 1930, 148,000; 1940, 202,000, and ut the present time 
the population of the city is about 485,000, and within the county about 750,000. 
Water supply has always been one of the most important activities toward 
which the city directed its energies. With the construction of a very large 
Inunicipal water system it secured rights and developed most of the adjacent 
streams in the area. 


or 
255 
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In 1926 the city of San Diego made application for water from the Colorado 
River, knowing that its growth would be limited unless further importations 
could be made. 

In 1945 the city of San Diego formed the San Diego County Water Authority 
which in turn became a member of the Metropolitan Water District of Southern 
California. The MWD had constructed an aqueduct from the Colorado River 
to the Los Angeles metropolitan area. 

In 1947 the San Diego County Water Authority completed the first barre] 
of the aqueduct to San Diego from the Metropolitan Water District’s Colorado 
River aqueduct. This San Diego aqueduct had been started by the United 
States Navy but with cessation of hostilities of World War II work was to be 
stopped. The city of San Diego agreed with the Federal Government, that if the 
Iederal Government would complete this aqueduct that the city would repay 
the cost of the aqueduct to the Federal Government on a non-interest-bearing 
basis. This contract was assigned to the San Diego County Water Authority 
and payments have been regularly made at the rate of one-half million dollars 
a year. 

Although the first barrel of the San Diego aqueduct was brought in in 1947, 
with continuing very rapid growth of the San Diego City and County area, a 
second barrel of the aqueduct was brought in from the Metropolitan Water 
District of Southern California in 1954, financed by the Federal Government, 
The San Diego County Water Authority, now the agency bringing in the Col- 
orado River water, agreed to reimburse the Federal Government for financing 
involved on this second barrel, including interest at about 2.6 percent. 

These payments are being made regularly and advance payments are also 
being made in order to reduce the obligation at as fast a rate as reasonbly 
practicable. 

Continuing growth of this area and to avoid stagnation makes mandatory the 

inportation of large additional supplies to San Diego County. 

The California State engineer has made a most careful study of the needs 
and requirements of this area as well as others in the State of California. They 
have recommended the Feather River project as part of the State water plan 
which, in brief, provides for the construction of a multipurpose dam near 
Oroville, Calif., on the Feather River, which is a tributary of the Sacramento 
River. The dam would provide fleod control, power, and release water. Water 
would be picked up physically from the Sacramento River where it joins the 
San Joaquin River and large diversions would be made to serve lands on the 
west side of San Joaquin Valley, and also provide for 1,800,000 acre-feet 
annually for southern California, of which San Diego County area will receive 
about 360,000 acre-feet annually. 

Studies indicate that this great project, which is entirely within the State 
and can be constructed by the State, will provide water supply not only for 
vast acreage in San Joaquin Valley, which is badly deficient in supply and whose 
resources have dropped to an alarming level, but similarly will supplement 
the local supplies in the San Diego area as wel! as the Colorado River importa- 
tions which can be received in this area. 

The Feather River project lies entirely within the Stite of California and is 
not dependent upon water supplies from without the State. 

In line with the policy proposed to the Congress by President Eisenhower 
that the Federal Government should not construct works which can be con- 
structed by States or other agencies and because Federal authority is not needed 
in order to divert water supplies within the State, it appears most practical 
that development of this project be entirely under State control. This policy 
proposes monetary support in those particular situations where there is a 
Federal obligation such as with respect to flood control, and furthermore sug- 
gests “the making or guaranteeing of loans to non-Federal interests for certain 
purposes under proper safeguards * * *” State control would be limited to the 
main transmission, pump, and delivery works. The State would not go into 
the detail distribution of water supply. 

In line with this policy, it is urgently presented that in order to expedite 
the work which can be done most expeditiously by State construction, the Federal 
Government allocate such funds to the flood-control features of the project as 
may be found to be a Federal responsibility. 

The separate construction of the San Luis project would not be to the best 
interest for the greatest number of people as pointed out in the State report 
on the San Luis unit of the Central Valley project dated March 1956 and in 
publication entitled, “Use and Recommendation of the State of California on 
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Proposed Report of the Department of the Interior on the Sin Luis Unit- 
Central Valley Project, California.” 

While certain features of the project can be integrated into an overall State 

in, it appears obvious that operation by a single authority is far superior 

livided authority. 

If the San Luis project were constructed separately and independently from 

Feather River project, it would not only be more costly to both agencies 

t would interfere substantially with the Feather River project and would 

ke the heart out of this project. There would also be conflict in the laws 

nder which the Federal Government operates and the laws under which the 
State of California operates, 

\ project of this type requires carefully considered action and unanimity of 

nion, especially where the problems in the two portions in the State of 
California are so vastly different. The northern part of California, especially 
on the Feather River project requires flood control, whereas the southern and 
central part of California are in need of additional water supplies. To inject 

nother factor of Federal control over a portion of the area which would be 
served from this project would make it much more difficult to solve the prob- 
ems of the remainder of the project. 

The city of San Diego’s position is strongly for State ownership and control 
with Federal contributions to supplement State funds for those portions of the 

ork for which there is a Federal obligation. 

Past experience has indicated that Federal allocations for projects of this 
ype are limited and the construction period would be extended over many 

Construction initiated by the State of California through issuance of 
would result in much more rapid construction and water could be deliv- 
ered to areas in need well in advance of what would occur if under partial Fed- 

\l ownership. 

In general, the Federal Government ought not to construct those works 
which States can do for themselves and where Federal contributions only need 
to be made in terms of funds. 

The above remarks are made to represent the thinking of the city of San 
Diego and you are most urgently requested to permit the State of California to 
develop this great project with Federal aid limited to the allocation of such 
funds as may appear to be appropriate. 


{ESOLUTION ENDORSING THE ACQUISITION OF THE SAN Luis DAM AND RESERVOIR 
SITE BY THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


On motion of Supervisor Austin, seconded by Supervisor Howell, the following 
resolution is adopted by the Board of Supervisors of the County of San Diego, 
State of California : 

Whereas the present and future economy of the State of California is de- 
pendent upon the control, conservation, development, and distribution of the 
State’s water resources ; and 

Whereas the Feather River project has been authorized as the first unit of the 
California water plan ; and 

Whereas the San Luis Dam and Reservoir is an essential part of said Feather 
River project: Now, therefore, it is 

Resolved, That this board join with the legislature of this State and counties, 

i water districts, and civic bodies throughout the State in support of the 
cquisition of the San Luis dam and reseryoir site by the State of California 
vithout unnecessary delay with the money which has been appropriated there- 
for by the legislature, and that the State construct, operate, manage, and control 
the San Luis Dam and Reservoir as part of the Feather River project. 

Passed and adopted by the Board of Supervisors of the County of San Diego, 
State of California, this Ist day of May 1956, by the following vote: 

(ves: Supervisors Gibson, Bird, Robbins, Austin, and Howell. 

Noes : Supervisors, none. 

\bsent : Supervisors, none. 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 
County of San Dicgo, 8s: 

I, R. B. James, county clerk of the county of San Diego, State of California, 
and ex officio clerk of the board of supervisors of said county, hereby certify that 
I have compared the foregoing copy with the original resolution passed and 
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adopted by said board, at a regular meeting thereof, at the time and by the vote 
therein stated, which original resolution is now on file in my office; that the 
same contains a full, true, and correct transcript therefrom and of the whole 
thereof. 
Witness my hand and the seal of said board of supervisors, this 1st day of 
May 1956. 
[SEAL] R. B. JAMEs, 
County Clerk and ex Officio Clerk of the Board of Supervisors. 
By Berry J. MARCHANT, 
Deputy. 


Crry OF OROVILLE, RESOLUTION 1591 


A RESOLUTION ADOPTING AND APPROVING THE RECOMMENDATION OF THE STATE Of 
CALIFORNIA ENGINEER THAT THE SAN LUIS DAM AND RESERVOIR SITE BE ACQUIRED 
BY THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA AND THAT SUCH DAM AND RESERVOIR BE CONSTRUCTED, 
OPERATED, AND CONTROLLED AS AN INTEGRAL PART OF THE FEATHER RIVER PROJEC' 


Whereas the present and future economy of the State of California is dependent 
upon the control, conservation, development, and distribution of the State water 
resources ; and 

Whereas the people of the city of Oroville are particularly concerned and af- 
fected by the proposed Feather River project, insofar as the same will prevent or 
minimize the possibility of recurrence of devastating floods, such as last occurred 
in the city of Oroville in December of 1955 ; and 

Whereas the Feather River project has been authorized by the Legislature 
of the State of California as the first unit of the California water plan, a plan 
adopted and approved by the Legislature of the State of California; and 

Whereas the engineer of the State of California has determined that the San 
Luis Dam and Reservoir is an integral part of the Feather River project, with- 
out which, the Feather River project would not be feasible ; and 

Whereas such last mentioned determination by the State engineer has been 
confirmed by an independent State report in 1955 ; and 

Whereas a successful completion of the Feather River project is deemed to 
be essential to the welfare and future economy of the entire State and more 
particularly and immediately to the Feather River flood plain, of which the 
city of Oroville constitutes a part, and would complement the Federal flood- 
control program for the Feather River Basin: Now, therefore, be it, 

Resolwed by the City Council of the City of Oroville as follows: 

1. That said city council joins with the legislature of the State of Cali- 
fornia and with the governing bodies of various counties, cities, water districts, 
and civic organizations throughout the State of California in support of the 
acquisition of the San Luis Dam and Reservoir site by the State of California 
without unnecessary delay with moneys which have been appropriated therefor 
by the Legislature of the State of California. 

2. That the State of California construct, operate, manage, and control the 
San Luis Dam and Reservoir as an integral part of the Feather River project. 

3. The clerk shall certify to the adoption of this resolution, and shall provide 
such additional copies to such members of the Legislature of the State of 
California, the Congress of the United States, and such other governmental 
officials, private organizations, and others, as the mayor, in his discretion, may 
direct. 

Passed and adopted at a regular meeting of the City Council of the City of 
Oroville on the 7th day of May 1956 by the following vote: 

Ayes: Buck, Dyer, McKillop, Patton, Pittman, Richter, Weisker. 

Noes : None. 

Absent : None. 

C. L. WEISKER, Mayor. 

Attest : 

R. M. CARPENTER, City Clerk. 

Approved as to form: 


Rosert V. Buapg, City Attorney. 


CLERK CERTIFICATE 


I, R. M. Carpenter, clerk of the city of Oroville, hereby certify that I have 
compared the foregoing copy with the original now on file in my office, and 
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the same is a full, true, and correct copy of such original with the endorsements 
thereon, and the whole thereof now on file in the office of the city clerk. 
Witness my hand and official seal. 
[ SEAL] R. M. CARPENTER, City Clerh. 


SAN BERNARDINO, CALir., May 7, 1956. 
WILLIAM E, Moor, Jr., 
Care of Statler Hotel, Washington, D. C.: 

Whereas San Bernardino County contains over one-eighth of a total area 
of the State of California and has no significant supplemental water supply ; 
and 

Whereas the present and future economy of the State of California and this 

unty is dependent upon the control conservation development and distribution 
of the State water resources ; and 

Whereas the Feather River project has been authorized as the first unit of 
the California water plan ; and 

Whereas the San Luis Dam and Reservoir is an essential part of said Feather 
River project : Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Board of Supervisors of the County of San Bernardino 
join with the legislature of this State and counties, cities, water districts, and 
civic bodies throughout the State in support of the acquisition of the San Luis 
Dam and Reservoir site by the State of California without unnecessary delay 
with the money which has been appropriated therefor by the legislature and 
that the State construct, operate, manage, and control the San Luis Dam and 
Reservoir as part of the Feather River project. 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, County of San Bernardino. 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas the present and future economy of the State of California is de- 
pendent upon the control, conservation, development, and distribution of the 


State’s water resources ; and 

Whereas the Feather River project has been authorized as the first unit of 
the California water plan; and 

Whereas the San Luis Dam and Reservoir is an integral part of the Feather 
Kiver project, without which, on the basis of the State report of 1955, the 
Feather River project would not be feasible; and 

Whereas successful completion of the Feather River project is essential to 
the welfare and future economy of the entire State and more particularly and 
immediately to the Feather River flood plain and would complete the Federal 
flood-control program for the Feather River basin: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Oroville Chamber of Commerce join with the legislature 
of this State and counties, cities, water districts, and civic bodies throughout 
the State in support of the acquisition of the San Luis Dam and Reservoir site 
by the State of California without unnecessary delay with the money which 
has been appropriated therefor by the legislature, and that the State construct, 
operate, manage, and control the San Luis Dam and Reservoir as part of the 
Feather River Project. 

Adopted and approved by the unanimous vote of the Oroville Chamber of 
Commerce in regular session this 4th day of May 1956. 

STANLEY PITTMAN, President. 
Patsy O’NeEt, Secretary. 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas the present and future economy of the State of California is de- 
pendent upon the control, conservation, development, and distribution of the 
State’s water resources; and 

Whereas the Feather River project has been authorized as the first unit of the 
California water plan; and : 

Whereas the San Luis Dam and Reservoir is an integral part of the Feather 
River project, without which, on the besis of the State report of 1955 the Feather 
ltiver project would not be feasible; aad 
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Whereas successful completion of the Feather River project is essential to 
the welfare and future economy of the entire State and more particularly and 
immediately to the Feather River flood plain, and would complete the Federa! 
fllood-control program for the Feather River Basin: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Yuba County Board of Supervisors join with the legis- 
lature of this State and counties, cities, water districts, and civic bodies through- 
out the State in support of the acquisition of the San Luis Dam and Reservoir 
site by the State of California without unnecessary delay with the money which 
has been appropriated therefor by the legislature, and that the State construct, 
operate, Manage, and control the San Luis Dam and Reservoir as part of the 
Feather River project. 

Passed and adopted by the Board of Supervisors of the County of Yuba, 
State of California, this 7th day of May 1956 by the following vote: 

Ayes: Supervisors Hamon, Sperbeck, Furneaux, Rubel, and Coupe. 

Noes: None. 

Absent: None. 

Haro_tp J. Sperspeck, Chairman. 

Attest : 

[ SEAL] ADRIENNE CoNLEY, Clerk. 


I hereby certify the foregoing to be a full, true, and correct copy of a resolu 
tion passed and adopted by the Board of Supervisors of Yuba County, State 
of California, this 7th day of May 1956. 

ADRIENNE CONLEY, Clerk. 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas the present and future economy of the State of California is de 
vendent upon the control, conservation, development, and distribution of the 
State’s water resources ; 

Whereas the Feather River project has been authorized as the first unit of 
the California water plan; and 

Whereas the San Luis Dam and Reservoir is an integral part of the Feather 
River project, without which, on the basis of the State report of 1955 the 
Feather River project would not be feasible; and 

Whereas successful completion of the Feather River project is essential to the 
welfare and future economy of the entire State and more particularly and 
immediately to the Feather River flood plain and would complete the Federal 
flood-control program for the Feather River Basin : Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Board of Supervisors of the county of Butte, State of Cali- 
fornia, That it join with the legislature of this State and counties, cities, water 
districts, and civic bodies throughout the State in support of the acquisition 
of the San Luis Dam and Reservoir site by the State of California without un- 
necessary delay with the money which has been appropriated therefor by the legis- 
lature, and that the State construct, operate, manage, and control the San Luis 
Dam and Reservoir as part of the Feather River project. 

The foregoing resolution and order was introduced by Supervisor Black, who 
moved its adoption, seconded by Supervisor Alexander, and said resolution was 
passed the 7th day of May 1956 on rolleall by the following vote: 

Ayes: Supervisors Alexander, Black, Parker, Squires, and Chairman Pellic- 
eotth. 

Noes: None. 

Absent: None. 

DAN PELLICCIOTTTI, 
Chairman of the Board of Supervisors. 
Attest: 
[SEAL] HARRIETT JAMES, 
County Clerk of Butte County. 
$y GENEVIEVE VINES, 
Deputy. 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas the present and future economy of the State of California is 
dependent upon the control, conservation, development, and distribution of the 
State’s water resources; and 

Whereas the Feather River project has been authorized as the first unit of the 
California water plan; and 
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Whereas the San Luis Dam and Reservoir is an integral part of the Feather 
River project, without which, on the basis of the State report of 1955 the 
Feather River project would not be feasible; and 

Whereas successful completion of the Feather River project is essential to 
the welfare and future economy of the entire State and more particularly and 
immediately to the Feather River flood plain and would complete the Federal 
flood-control program for the Feather River Basin: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Council of the City of Marysville joins with the legislature 
of this State and counties, cities, water districts, and civic bodies throughout 
the State in support of the acquisition of the San Luis Dam and Reservoir 
site by the State of California without unnecessary delay with the money which 
has been appropriated therefor by the legislature, and that the State construct, 
operate, manage, and control the San Luis Dam and Reservoir as part of the 
Feather River project. 

I hereby certify that the foregoing resolution was duly and regularly intro- 
duced and adopted by the City Council of the City of Marysville, county of 
Yuba, State of California, on the 7th day of May 1956, by the following vote: 

Ayes: Roy G. Cunningham, Walter W. Burke, W. Gavin Mandery, Glen L. 
McKean, and Hobart W. Crook. 

Noes: None. 

Absent: None. 

In witness whereof, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed the officia! seal 
of said city this 8th day of May 1956. 

| SEAL] 


City Clerk. 


May 8, 1956. 
Mr. WILLIAM E. Moore, 
Statler Hotel, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Moore: The Palmdale Irrigation District is a State agency delivering 
water to approximately 25 percent of the residents of Antelope Valley in Los 
Angeles County, Calif. 

Having such an important role in so vital an activity, we feel it is essential 
that this district join with the State, counties, cities, water district, and others 
throughout the State in support of the acquisition of the San Luis Dam and Reser- 
voir site by the State of California and that the State construct, operate, control, 
and manage the San Luis Dam and Reservoir as a part of the Feather River 
project. 

Sincerely, 
PALMDALE IRRIGATION DISTRICT, 
Murray D. Ponp, 
General Manager. 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas the present and future economy of the State of California is depend- 
ent upon the operation, control, construction, development, and distribution of 
the State’s water resources ; and 

Whereas the Feather River project has been authorized as the first unit of the 
California water plan and substantial sums have already been appropriated, 
including sums for the purchase of the San Luis dam and reservoir site; and 

Whereas the San Luis Dam and Reservoir is an essential part of said Feather 
River River project; and 

Whereas any plan of integration would result in unnecessary delay in the con- 
struction of the Feather River project : Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Antelope Valley Feather River Project Association, Lan- 
caster, Calif., joins with the State, counties, cities, water districts, and civie 
bodies throughout the State in support of the acquisition of the San Luis Dam 
and Reservoir site by the State of California and that the State construct, oper- 
ate, manage, and control the San Luis Dam and Reservoir as a part of the 
Feather River project. 

This resolution was authorized by action of the board of directors of said 
Antelope Valley Feather River Project Association at a meeting duly held April 
25, 1956, at which more than a quorum of directors was present and acting 
throughout. 

Rex R. Davis, Président. 
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MoJAveE Desert Sor, CONSERVATION DISTRICT, 
San Bernardino County, Calif., May 7, 1956. 
WILLIAM E. Moore, Jr., 
Vice President, El Tejon Ranch, 
Statler Hotel, Washington, D. C.: 

Whereas the present and future economy of the State of California is depend. 
ent upon the control, conservation, development, and distribution of the State’s 
water resources; and 

Whereas the Feather River project has been authorized as the first unit of the 
California water plan; and 

Whereas the San Luis Dam and Reservoir is an essential part of said Feather 
River project : Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Mojave Desert Soil Conservation District joins with the 
legislature of this State and counties, cities, water districts, and civic bodies 
throughout the State in support of the acquisition of the San Luis Dam and Rese: 
voir site by the State of California without unnecessary delay with the money 
which has been appropriated therefor by the legislature, and that the State con- 
struct, operate, manage, and control the San Luis Dam and Reservoir as part 
of the Feather River project. 

San Bernardino County has a vital stake in the State control of the San Luis 
Dam in that this county contains over one-eighth of the total area of California 
without any supplemental supply of water whatsoever. 

This district represents in excess of 11,500,000 acres. 

BoARD OF DIRECTORS, 

MosAvE Desert Sor. CONSERVATION DISTRICT, 
HAROLD V. SmitH, President. 

HENRY W. BALSIGER, Secretary. 

STANLEY F. WHEELER, Director. 

KENNETH Hitt, Director. 

L. E. McCormack, Director. 


RESOLUTION 


On motion of Supervisor Anderson, seconded by Supervisor Warren, and duly 
carried, the following resolution was adopted : 

Whereas the present and future economy of the State of California is de- 
pendent upon the control, conservation, development and distribution of the 
State’s water resources; and 

Whereas the Feather River project has been authorized as the first unit of the 
California water plan; and 

Whereas the San Luis Dam and Reservoir is an essential part of said Feather 
River project : Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Board of Supervisors of Riverside County, State of California, 
in regular session assembled this 7th day of May 1956, That the Board of Super- 
visors of Riverside County join with the legislature of this State and counties, 
cities, water districts, and civic bodies throughout the State in support of the 
acquisition of the San Luis Dam and Reservoir site by the State of California 
without necessary delay with the money which has been appropriated therefor 
by the legislature, to insure State control and operation thereof. 

Roll call resulted as follows: 

Ayes: Supervisors Anderson, Warren, Berkey, McCall and Jones. 

Noes: None. 

Absent. None. 

The foregoing minute order is hereby certified to be a full, true and correct 
copy of the minutes made and entered May 7, 1956, in book 53 of supervisors’ 
minutes, at page 319 thereof. 

Attest: May 7, 1956. 

[SEAL] G. A. PEQUEGNAT, 

Clerk of the Board of Supervisors, in and for the County of Riverside, 
State of California. 


By H. CyHartimr, Deputy. 
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Quartz HILL, County WATER Disrrict, 
Quartz Hill, Calif., May 8, 1956. 
Mr. WiLtrAmM E. Moore, 
Statler Hotel, Washington, D. C. ° 


DeAR Mr. Moore: The Quartz Hill County Water District covers 10 square 
miles. 

With water being the important subject in our desert, the directors of this 
district join with the State, counties, cities, water districts, and others through- 
out the State in support of the acquisition of the San Luis Dam and Reservoir 
site by the State of California and that the State construct, operate, control and 
manage the San Luis Dam and Reservoir as a part of the Feather River project. 

Sincerely, 
Quartz Hitt County Water District, 
LLoyp B. Ponp, President. 


RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE CoUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 
(Introduced by Supervisor Roger W. Jessup, May 8, 1956) 


Whereas the present and future economy of the State of California is de- 
pendent upon the control, conservation, development, and distribution of the 
State’s water resources ; 

Whereas the Feather River project has been authorized as the first unit of the 
California Water plan; and 

Whereas the San Luis Dam and Reservoir is an essential part of said Feather 
River project : Now, therefore, be it 

Resolwed, That the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors join with the 
legislature of this State and counties, cities, water districts, and civic bodies 
throughout the State in support of the acquisition of the San Luis Dam and 
Reservoir site by the State of California without unnecessary delay with the 
money which has been appropriated therefor by the legislature, and that they 
construct, operate, manage, and control the San Luis Dam and Reservoir as part 
of the Feather River project. 


VICTORVILLE, CALIF., May 9, 1956. 


Hon. Harry SHEPPARD, 
House Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Whereas the present and future economy of the State of California is depend- 
ent upon the control, conservation, development and distribution of the State’s 
water resources ; and 

Whereas the Feather River project has been authorized as the first unit of 
the California water plan; and 

Whereas the San Luis Dam and Reservoir is an essential part of said Feather 
River project: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Victor Valley Chamber of Commerce join with the legis- 
lature of this State, counties, cities, water districts, and civic bodies throughout 
the State in support of the acquisition of the San Luis Dam and Reservoir site 
by the State of California without unnecessary delay with the money which 
has been appropriated therefor by the legislature and that the State construct, 
operate, manage, and control the San Luis Dam and Reservoir as part of the 
Feather River project. San Bernardino County has a vital stake in the State 
control of the San Luis Dam in that this county contains over one-eighth of the 
total area of California without any supplemental supply of water whatsoever. 


Victor VALLEY CHAMBER OF COMMERCE. 

Senator Kucuen. Proceed, Mr. Kerrigan. 

Mr. Kerrigan. Mr. Chairman, I think that I might review very 
shortly the position of San Diego in relation to water. It seems to me 
that IT am here representing the Federal Government in connection 
with a tremendous investment in the Navy installations and Marine 
Corps installations in San Diego County. 

San Diego is the city that, back when Father Serra founded the 
mission, had its first water problem. 
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Now, when the mission was founded on Presidio Hill, at the mouth 
of the river that at that time entered into San Diego Bay, Father 
Serra wrote a lettereback to his superiors and said that “he had founde d 
the mission in a very fine place, a very fine climate. At the mouth of 
the river there were encampments of Indians, and there was plenty of 
water, and he was sure it was going to be a very fine place for the 
mission. 

Within 5 years he was writing back to his superiors in Spain and 
asking for permission to move the mission, because there was no w: ater 
in the river. 

He received permission to move that mission 6 miles upstream and 
to construct the first dam and the first aqueduct in the entire south- 
western portion of the United States. So there began the water prob 
lem of San Diego, and it is still with us. 

In the early 1900’s in 1901, the city of San Diego got into the water 
business by the purchase of some wells in the San Diego River and 
a, small distributing system, and the city of San Diego has been in the 
water business since that time. And it has been very diligent im at- 
tempting to keep the supply ahead of the dem: und. It, by purchase, 
purcha = the Otina-Morena-Barrett section, which is the w atershed 
that is nearest the Mexican border, in 1914. It has developed 1 
dams on ‘the San Diego River watershed, San Vicente and El eaiiten. 
In 1925, it purchased from the Santa Fe Railroad Lake Hodges, Lake 
Hodges Dam, and the Escondido system. 

The city has expended a lot of money in relation to building dams 
and reservoirs in the hills or in the mountains of the back country 
and has developed a supply of water for the city of San Diego, using 
a net face yield figure of about 40 million gallons of water a day. 

Mr. Linewraver. How much is that in acre-feet ? 

Mr. Kerrican. 40 million gallons, sir. There are a third of a mil- 
lion gallons in an acre-foot. That is a locally developed supply for 
the city of San Diego. I am not an engineer, nor am I an attorney. 

Mr. Lineweaver. About 123 acre-feet per day. 

Senator Kucuex. All right. Proceed. 

Mr. Kerrican. The city of San Diego had a use for water before 
World War II of about 21 million gallons of water a day and was 
well ahead in the safety factor of water supply for the city of San 
Diego when World War II occurred. Because of the defense indus- 
try and the defense efforts, the locally developed water was over- 
drawn, so that the city of San Diego was in a pretty poor position 
insofar as the future of San Diego was concerned, and so were the 
defense industries also. 

Now, two other things in relation to San Diego’s position. In 1946 
it had filed on the Colorado River and had an entitlement of 112,000 
acre-feet of water per year from the Colorado River, or 100 million 
gallons a day. And when the All-American Canal was built the city 
of San Diego entered into a contractual arrangement to build the 
All-American Canal to an extent large enough to carry not only the 
waters for Imperial Valley, Coachella V alley, and the Palo Verde 
district, but to enter into a einen: arrangement to build that 
canal large enough to carry San Diego’s entitlement from the Colo- 
rado River of 112,000 acre-feet. 

Today we are paying on that contract. The cost of it was $440,000. 
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Now. as the waters in the local watershed were depleted, the ques- 
arose as to: What shall we do to bring more water into San 
evo? And because we have the entitlement to the Colorado River, 

d because we did not have control, because the country was at war, 
Navy determined to build an aqueduct to San Jacinto Tunnel to 

h to the metropolitan aqueduct. 

During the process of construction, the war was over, and it was 
ided by the Federal Government that they would stop construction 
the aqueduct. And, of CONES, there was great concern in San 

Diego, and delegations came back to W ‘ashington, here, and with in 
mation that Wi s received in Washington it was finally decided 

t the Navy would complete the costruction of this first barrel of 
aqueduct, which h: fy a capacity of 65 million gallons of water a 

before it uld be co mple ted, the city of San Diego had to 
ntee the ¢ ‘ost, 1 inte faftat- 1 ‘ee, of the construction of that aqueduct, 
are paying oe bill for that through a later development in 

on of t 1 Diego C ounty Water Authority. 
Ktcnen. May I interrupt you, sir? Was the construc- 
Navy of that aqueduct based on a contractual relationship 

‘metropolitan w tas district ? : 

Kerrigan. We were forced to join the metropolitan water dis- 
We had to organize from that time on. When the decision was 
o bring the water into San Diego C ounty, there was no such 
asa San Diego County Water Authority, which is a partnership 
irrigation districts and the ec ity of San Di ego. And that was 
rmed after this particular thing had happened. In other words, the 
iter coming In was important during wartime. It was important 

t we get the water there, and it got there just in time, in fact. 

Senator Kucuen, Was it the contemplation of the Navy that the 

queduct it proposed uo build would furnish water to naval personnel 

sh tant installations 

Mr. Kerrigan. They are all dependent on San Diego city and 
ounty water supplies, sir. 

The point that I am trying to make here is that there wasn’t the 
right of decision on the part of the city, because, as a part of the war 
effort, the Federal Government, with full knowledge of the necessity 
for bringing the water in there, proc eeded to go and build this barrel 
to bring water into San Diego County as a part of the war effort, 
vithout anything else, not even going to the Metropolitan and saying, 
“We are going to join you,” or something else. The point was that 
because of the war it was necessary to get the water there, and the 
Federal Government decided to do this on its own. The Navy built 
the thine. Now, because the war was over, the barrel, or the aqueduct, 
was not completed. Construction was stopped. We still had the 
water need, and so did the Government have the water need. I was 
not there, but presentation was made back in Washington here, and 
there was an arrangement made where the city of San Diego guaran 
teed the cost. I think it was something like $17 million. The city 
cuaranteed the cost at no interest in that particular instance. And 
the construction of that aqueduct was completed, and the water got 
nto San Diego County in 1946, in November of 1946. 

Senator Kucner. Under what legislative authority did the Navy 
proceed ? , . 

Mr. Kerrican. I haven’t the slightest idea, si 
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Mr. Linewraver. It was under the War Powers Act, Mr. Chairman. 
And it was worked out by the Secretary of the Interi ior, the Secretary 
of the Navy, and the Budget Bureau, and it was just one of those 
things authorized under the ‘War Powers Act. 

Mr. Kerrigan. You have know ledge of this, do you not, Mr. Line 
weaver ¢ 

The point I am trying to make here is that the city of San Diego or 
the county of San Diego had no right on this decision as to whether 
we would use our capacity in the All-American C anal, but the Navy 
in effect said, “This is the easiest way to do the job,” and they went to 
the San Jacinto tunnel and brought the water in. 

When that water got into San Diego County at the beginning of 
1947, it was just in time. And everybody stood around and watched 
the water rush in and said, “We are safe for 25 years.’ 

With our locally developed supply here and this 60 million gallons 
of water a day coming into San Diego County, the thought was, “We 
are a cinch to be safe for the next 25 years.” But within less than 
3 years there was a full realization by some of the people interested 
in water conservation and development, with the growth that was 
occurring, and because of the desires of people to live in California 
and to come into southern California and into San Diego County 
particularly—there was a full understanding that that water would 
not be sufficient for San Diego County. And so a program was 
instituted to call an election and to issue bonds to double the capacity 
of the aqueduct—another 65 million gallons of water a day—which 
made a total in the 2 barrels of the 1 aqueduct of 130 million gallons 
of water a day, or approximately 100,000 acre-feet annually. 

Now, remember that our first entitlement of the Colorado River 
was 112,000 acre-feet of water, and the second barrel of that aqueduct 
was completed in 1954. And on November 1, 1954, when the water 
was turned on, the same statements were made again: “San Diego 
is safe for another 25 to 30 years in relation to water use.” And there 
were some of us who knew that that was not true if this expansion 
was to continue. 

And so with the 2 barrels, or the total of 130 million gallons of 
water a day flowing through ‘those 2 barrels, from November 1, 1954, 
to November 1, 15 955, and on November 1, 1954, there was in storage 
in San Diego County 107,000 acre-feet of water. And at the end of 
the first year of full flow of the 2 barrels of the aqueduct there 
remained in storage in San Diego County only 79,000 acre-feet of 
water. 

In other words, our reserves were dropping, with full capacity 
of these two aqueducts. Our reserves were dropping, and they are 
continuing to drop. There is not sufficient water in San Diego County, 
with the full capacity of the two barrels and the local development, 
to satisfy the demands. 

Now, this year the city of San Diego has divided and taken a cal- 
culated risk to divide the waters that might well go into the reser- 
voirs for the safety of the citizens of San oan And, prerENe, how 
important the back country is, we have divided a limited ane y of 

water with the irrigation districts and the people in San Meno 
County so that they ‘might stay alive. And, while we would be en- 
titled to about 90,000 acre-feet of this water, we only ask for 80,000 





SAN LUIS (CALIFORNIA) IRRIGATION DEVELOPMENT 267 


and gave or allowed the other districts to buy that extra 10,000 acre- 
feet of water through the San Diego County Water Authority. And 
in additon to that, upon the requests from the various irrigation dis- 
tricts, we sold them, as a part of our reserve supply, for which we have 
a need, just to help them, another 10,000 acre-feet of water. And that 

s being effected through the deliveries of water by the San Diego 
( County ; Water Author ity to some of these areas in San Diego County 
that could not store it in the reservoir. 

It is our feeling in San Diego—and we have participated in water 
matters in California, because it seems to me that it is a very common 
problem in California to have water problems, particularly in southern 
California. And it was my privilege to attend a meeting in 1955, 
in March 1955, with Col. Ed Fletcher, former State senator and a 
very fine gentleman, a meeting in Bakersfield, where there were 175 
to 180 people, possibly, in ¢ California who were interested in the water 
problems and had a sincere interest. And the single question that was 
posed there was, Is it necessary to have an organization in the State 
of California that will be of a character of public education and a 
factfinding organization, so that we might treat this problem of water 
conservation, flood control, and bringing water into the southern 
part of the State on some sort of an understanding basis? 

And it has been my privilege to attend those meetings throughout 
the State of California; some 20 of them I have been to in the State 
of California in the last year and a half. And it was necessary that 
ve be in the legislature in the 1955 session, and again in 1956. And 
we in the city of San Diego are sold on the fact that, if the State 
of California is to progress and if the economy of San Diego County 
is to be stabilized and sort of guaranteed, it is going to be ‘absolutely 
necessary that the Feather River project in whole be constructed. 

[t. was to that end that we worked, through the Feather River Asso- 
ciation and in association with other people throughout the State, 
and with our legislators in San Diego County and in the last session 
of the legislature. We attended meetings of the water resources board. 
We attended meetings of the water project authority. We were inter- 
ested in the recommendation of the State engineer to the water project 
authority, which said that as to the Feather River project his budget 
was $5,160,000. We brought more information to the people and to 
the legislators. And we finally adopted, for the first time in history, 
I remind you now, in the State of California, $9,350 ,000 to start the 
Feather River project, which included the purchase of the Oroville 
Dam site and the San Luis Dam site. And it also included $200,000 
for engineering studies in San Diego County. 

Now, what is our problem in San Diego County? Our problem is 
more water, and we have to have more water. And so the San Diego 
County Water Authority has authorized the expenditure of some 
$94,000 to make some en rineering studies as to how we are going 
to get more water into San Diego County. 

There have been studies made of water needs in San Diego County, 
and even if we get all of the Feather River water, which is 300,000 
acre-feet of water, in addition to our Colorado River water and local 
storage, there will still be need for water in San Diego County if you 
are going to develop it agriculturally. 

78891—56——18 
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I am astounded when I hear people speak about the price of water. 
And when I hear people talk about $6 and $7 and and $6.50 an acre-foot 
of water, lam astounded. Because we have no cheap water out there, 

To get back to the problem: In this budget, $200,000 for engineering 

studies. nee engineering studies, accepted as a responsibility of the 
State of California, are to determine how best more water can be 
brought nto ‘alifornia. 

Now, if we are on our own, if we carry on our own studies, and if 
we can get agreement with the Metropolit in Water District to carry 
another aqueduct to the San Diego line to San Jacinto or wherever it 
might be turned on, the people of San Diego are going to have to ex- 
pend some $24 million of their own money to build that share of it in 
San Diego County. And the Metropolitan Water District is going to 
have to spend another $20 million to bring the water from San Diego 
County to wherever they might want to tie it on, or a total of about 
vn million. 

And then the question arises: You go ahead and build this, and it 

ll take 5 years to construct, and is there any water to put in it? 

It is our hope that the State of California can build the Feather 
River project and, through the moneys that have been appropriated for 
these engineering studies, that their studies might be headed tow: re d 
the use ots any excess water from the Metrop« litan Aqueduct for the 
short period of > s that water would be available, when the Metro- 
politan ; gets ted i aque “luct built to full capacity. And I am sure that 
you know that they are asking for some permission from the people in 
the June 5 election for this proposition for some short-term financing 
so that they might go out and build those siphons and put the new 
pumps in and bring the new aqueduct up to full capacity. Because 
they have been supplying us with water, but certainly the underground 
basin in the Los Angeles area has not been recharged, and it is still 
diminishing at a very, very large rate, and there is going to be a need 
for every drop of the water that the Metropolitan Water District 
ean bring into southern California. 

And so we get-to the point that in San Diego County we are com- 
pletely dependent upon the start and the completion of the Feather 
River project. And time is of great importance. 

We feel that it is going to rain sometime again in San Diego. We 
had 1.96 rainfall from July until April of this year. And then, for- 
tunately, we got a couple of unseasonal rains in April which provided 
some safety for the people in the back country; where they did not 
have to irrigate for 4 or 5 weeks, and so we are going to be able to get 
by this summer. Now, if it does not rain next winter, and I am sure 
no one can guarantee that it will, we are going to be in a very bad 
spot. 

I am saying this to point out the importance to us in San Diego of the 
Feather River project. And anything that goes contrary to that, 
we have to be opposed to. 

We are conscious of the fact that you people back here have been 
very helpful to the county and city of San Diego. But we have 
tried our best. Wehavespent ourmoney. And we are in the position 
that we need Feather River water. 

Senator Kucnen. This hearing is exploratory. 

Mr. Kerrigan. Yes, sir; I understand that. 
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Senator Kucne.. Here we are, with the State engineer, responsible 
for the development of a State plan which all of us, as Californias, 
hope may be transferred from an agreement into a reality before long. 
[he State engineer has made specific recommendations for participa- 
tion by the Federal Government. It is too bad that the people who 
are interested in it, like yourself, have not been able to crystalize the 
official thinking of our State, so that our State would be united in a 
plan of procedure. 

Of course, it is difficult for Members of Congress from California 
ind elsewhere to assist in the composing of those difficulties. 

Mr. Kerrigan. I agree with you, Senator. I have great concern 
about the people from California coming back here—now, I am just 

i little confused. I came back here in relation to the sister bill over 

i the House, which definitely says that the San Luis Reservoir shall be 
onstructed as a part of the Central Valley project and, of course, we 
ire in opposition to that. We just cannot be anything else but in op- 

sition to it. And I am supposed to be over at that hearing that is 
going on simultaneously to present the statements of San Diego in 
relation to that. And Mr. Gubser has a bill in there which ties on the 
south San Francisco Bay area, and that again is an expansion of the 

ntral Valley project, and it provides absolutely no water for the city 
ounty of San Diego, and we are in opposition to it. 

But the point that I would like to make is this: that, so far as I am 
concerned, I have to compliment this committee, because this is a 
brandnew experience tome. I have never appeare a back here before. 
[ have been interested in these things because of a longtime interest. 
[ am a retired jeweler. Iam a w: atchmaker with: cataracts. Iam a 

ity councilman. JI was on the planning commission for 1114 years. 
| am interested in things, and this has sort of been a challenge to me. 
[ am not an expert, but I have been associating with experts. And it 
looks to me like it is a good plan. 

But I am concerned, with you, that we have to talk about these things 
back here in Washington. And we should resolve our differences in 
California and bring to you people something that we can all go on. 

[ am certain that 1n this statement here you will find that there are 
certain things in there. Weare for the building of the Feather River 
project, and. wherever appropr iate sums of money, such as flood con 
trol any other appropriate sums of money, come up, we hope that 
the Federal Government will support the Feather River project. 

Senator Kucuen.. You see, for your area, when I came back here, 
I found the smoldering dispute in San Diego County over the so- 
called Fallbrook situation. 

Mr. Kerrigan. I know about it too, sir, but I did not want to talk 
about that here. And I am very conscious about a lot of things, and 
we have arguments in San Diego County, and there are differences of 
opinion, but this is not the proper place to air any of that. 

Senator Kucnen. That is right. I just wanted to say that over in 
[Imperial County the people there have hoped for the last 10 years that 
the Federal Government would undertake the construction of a per- 
manent dam or weir on the Colorado River. We got that passed 
into law, and the President signed it. 

Mr. KerriGan. Yes, sir. 
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Senator Kucuer. What I say is that I am sure you and I agree that 
what the Federal Government has done in California to help people 
out there in sections has been a good thing. And it is doubly difficult 
for one in my position to try to be constructive on a whole statewide 
basis when our people at home are at each others’ throats. 

Mr. Kerrigan. I understand your position, sir. I understand your 
position, and I am sympathetic as to the problems that it presents 
to you. 

Senator Kucue.. I think the pinpoint for the purposes of this hear- 
ing, the position which your people take—and see if I state it cor- 
rectly—is that you regard the San Luis Dam site as an indispensable 
part of the Feather River project, which cannot or at any rate should 
not have any Federal participation in its building. Would that be a 
fair statement / 

Mr. Kerrigan. The position of San Diego County is for State 
ownership and control of the Feather River project and the San Luis 
Dam site. 

Senator Kucuer. I do not think that the State engineer quarrels 
with you on what you have just said. As I read his recommendations, 
what you have just said and what he has recommended, they are about 
the same, are they not / 

Mr. Kerrican. Well, yes, sir. But you remember, I am not an 
attorney and I am not an engineer, but I have been associated with 
some of these people. And Mr. Morris testified here last Saturday 
morning, and I listened to his testimony, and we concur in Mr. Morris’ 
testimony in relation to this. Mr. Leonard has a presentation to make 
to this committee. These people from Kern County have some 
problems. 

But the question that arises in my mind, Mr. Senator, is this: 

Presume that by some miracle within 15 years the Feather River 
project is in operation. The San Luis Reservoir Dam is built to the 
capacity of 2,100,000 acre-feet of water. The pumping plants are 
in at Tracy. The thing is constructed. And we need water within 
the next 12 to 15 years in San Diego. We are just going to struggle 
to get by in case it rains. But you have got it all in operation. There 
is water in the reservoir. 

Now, what are you going to do with it? Are you going to sell the 
water to the people in the service area of the San Luis Reservoir site / 
And if it is under State operation and ownership, is it going to sell 
back to the Federal Government the waters that are there, so that 
it might be in an expanded area of the Central Valley project or 
the revenues produced as reported by the State engineer? How is 
it going to work ? 

I don’t know what the answers to these questions are, and I don’t 
think anyone else does at this time. And it seems to me that what 
we are attempting to do is to explore the possibilities of what and 
how the United States Government can help the State of California 
develop most quickly this particular feature that is so vital to the 
people of California all over the State. 

I think that sitting around the table there can be some agreement, 
after some studies are made and questions answered, so that if the 
State of California starts to build this thing and the Federal Govern- 
ment cooperates, we can get it in operation very quickly. 
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We are fully conscious of the amount of money that is demanded 

ll over the United States from the Federal Government for things 
of this character, and I am sure that we are appreciative of the 
amount of money that has been spent in California. But when you 
average it out, and you talk about a billion and a half dollars in 
a construction program, it seems to me that we, the people of the 
State of California, should assume the obligation. And I think it 
is historic that California is assuming an obligation to start the 
developent at least of this resource that we have. And, of course, you 
know about the oil moneys that have accrued to the State in relation 
to the tidelands. There is $120 millon set aside there. We are hopeful 
that the State of California can put that money immediately to work 
in developing another natural resource. Because the money comes 
from a natural resource. 

Senator Kucne.. Mr. Kerrigan, I think that is as intelligent a 
presentation as we have had during this hearing, sir. 

Mr. Kerrigan. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Kucnen. I thank you very much for testifying. 

Mr. Kerrigan. Now, Mr. Chairman, Ray Leonard is tied up, and 
| have his statement here. 

Senator Kucnen. It will be received and made a part of the record. 
And if Mr. Leonard is available before we break this up today, I 
will be glad to have him testify. 

Mr. Kerrigan. We have a lot of resolutions, and here is Ray Leon- 
ard’s statement. There are copies of it here. I could take the time to 
read it, but I would prefer that he make his own statement. 

Senator Kucuex. Let us stipulate that it will be made a part of 
the record, but if he does return we will be very glad to call him. 

Mr. Kerrigan. Now, I have one simple resolution, if you want me 
to read that. There are lots of them. They are listed here. Shall 
I do that? 

This resolution is from the North Kern Water Storage District of 
Bakersfield, Calif. 

Now, remember, that I have cataracts, and this is new to me, and 
so I want to take my time on this. 


Whereas the present and future economy of the State of California is de- 
pendent upon the control, conservation, development, and distribution of the 
State’s water resources ; and 

Whereas the Feather River project has been authorized as the first unit of the 
California water plan; and 

Whereas the San Luis Dam and Reservoir form an essential element of said 
leather River project: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Board of Directors of North Kern Water Storage District 
joins with the State legislature and with counties, cities, water districts, and 
civic bodies, throughout California, to urge prompt action in the acquisition of 
the San Luis Dam and Reservoir site by the State of California, using the money 
which has been appropriated by the legislature for that purpose and to further 
urge that the State construct, operate, manage, and control the San Luis Dam 
and Reservoir as part of the Feather River project. 


This is certified by A. L. Trowbridge, and it is comparable to the 
rest of them. I can read the list. There is one resolution from the 
Arvin-Edison Water Storage District; a resolution from the Greater 
Bakersfield Chamber of Commerce; from the California Central 
Valleys Flood Control Association; letter from California Farm 
Bureau Federation Water Problems Department directed to Gov. 
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Goodwin J. Knight; letter from the California Farm Bureau Fed- 
eration Water Problems Department directed to Senator Thomas H. 
Kuchel; resolution of the California Junior Chamber of Commerce ; 
letter from Clair Engle directed to Robert B. River of California 
Water & Power Users Association, dated January 24, 1956; bill H. R. 
8677 introduced by Clair Engle, dated January 23, 1956; resolution 
of FRPA adopted at its board meeting of January 6, 1956, requesting 
Congress (1) to provide financial aid for State of California's FRP 
to same extent that such aid would be provided to project under 
Bureau of Reclamation laws, and so forth, and (2) to authorize use 
of the excess capacity of the Federal Tracy pumping plant and Delta- 
Mendota Canal, and so forth; resolution of FRPA adopted at its 
board meeting of January 6, 1956, urging Governor Knight to call 
an extraordinary session of State legislature; resolution of FRPA 
adopted at its board meeting of March 10, 1956, supporting immediate 
acquisition of Oroville and San Luis Dam and Reservoir sites; policy 
statement of FRPA adopted at its board meeting of March 10, 1956. 

Resolution of Irrigation Districts Association of California, 
adopted in convention assembled on December 9, 1955; letter from 
county of Kern directed to State Engineer Harvey Banks, dated Feb- 
ruary 29, 1956; resolution of Kern branch of the California Cattle- 
men’s Association, May 2, 1956; resolution of North Kern Water 
Storage District, May 1, 1956; letter from Los Angeles Chamber of 
Commerce directed to Senators Knowland and Kuchel—same letter to 
each—dated April 25, 1956; resolution, city of Los Angeles, dated 
January 30, 1956 ; resolution of county of Los Angeles Board of Super- 
visors, dated February 7, 1956; resolution of P ublic Utilities Commis- 
sion, city and county of San Francisco, No. 16,201, dated March 19, 
1956; resolution of board of supervisors, county of Ventura, dated 
May 1, 1956: resolution of city of Los Angeles water and power com- 
missioners, No. 952, dated May 1, 1956; letter from William 8. Peter- 
son directed to Harvey O. Banks, dated January 27, 1956; and 
resolution of water project authority adopted in regular meeting Feb- 
ruary 7, 1956. 

And there are many more resolutions here. 

Senator Kucurn. They will be made a part of the record, and where 
there is any duplication only one will appear. Thank you very much, 
sir. 

(The material referred to follows :) 


RESOLUTION OF ARVIN-EDISON WATER StToRAGE DISTRICT 


Whereas the present and future economy of the State of California is depend- 
ent upon the operation, control, conservation, development, and distribution of 
the State’s water resources; 

Whereas the Feather River project has been authorized as the first unit of the 
California water plan, and substantial sums have already been appropriated, 
including sums for the purchase of the San Luis Dam and Reservoir site: 

Whereas the San Luis Dam and Reservoir is an essential part of said Feather 
River project ; and 

Whereas any plan of integration would result in unnecessary delay in the con- 
struction of the Feather River project : Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Arvin-Edison Water Storage District join with the legisla- 
ture of this State and counties, cities, water districts, and civic bodies throughout 
the State in support of the acquisition of the San Luis Dam and Reservoir site 
by the State of California through prompt action with the money which has been 
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appropriated therefor by the legislature, and that the State construct, operate, 
manage, and control the San Luis Dam and Reservoir as part of the Feather 
River project. 


[sEAL} Forrest Frick, President. 


Attest: 
WiLiiIaAM BP. Moore, Jr., 
Secretary pro tempore. 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 
County of Kern, ss: 

On this 2d day of May A. D. 1956, before me, Geneva W. Rottier, a notary 
public in and for said county and State, personally appeared Forrest Frick and 
William E. Moore, Jr., known to me to be the persons whose names are sub- 
scribed to the within instrument, and acknowledged to me that they executed 
the sagne. In witness whereof, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed my 
official seal the day and year in this certificate first above written. 


GENEVA W. Rorrier, 
Notary Public in and for Said County and State 
My commission expires April 16, 1957. 


RESOLUTION 


To: Whom it may concern 
From: Greater Bakersfield Chamber of Commerce 
Subject: Integration of San Luis unit 
Date: April 20, 1956 

Whereas on February 29, 1956, the Kern County Board of Supervisors directed 
a letter to the State engineer, Sacramento, Calif., in which they expressed 
certain objections to recommendations by the Commissioner of Reclamation in 
Washington, D. C., that the San Luis unit be made an integral part of the Cen 
tral Valley project; and 

Whereas on this occasion the Kern County Board of Supervisors pointed 
up that this integration would adversely affect the feasibility and productivity of 
the State-authorized Feather River project which is the only plan which would 
supply the critical water needs of this area; and 

Whereas the board of supervisors also expressed concern over the Commis- 
sioner’s second recommendation, that the San Luis unit be made an integral part 
of the Feather River project, suggesting herein that far more time and study 
by people of the areas directly affected is necessary before such authorization 
s granted and, too, that these people directly affected be given ample opportunity 
to express their views prior to such authorization: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolwed, That the Greater Bakersfield Chamber of Commerce, representing 
upward of 700 industrialists, agriculturalists, wholesalers, retailers, professional 
and service firms in the metropolitan Bakersfield area, accept the recommenda- 
ion of its agricultural committee and concur in the comments of the Kern 
County Board of Supervisors in its letter to the State engineer, dated February 
29, 1956, and commend collectively the members of the board of supervisors 
for their position in opposing the recommendation of the Commissioner of 
Reclamation, Washington, D. C.; be it further 

Resolved, That the Greater Bakersfield Chamber of Commerce take this means 
and opportunity of reaffirming its previously stated position endorsing the 
State-authorized Feather River project, including the San Luis Dam and Reser- 
voir as a part thereof, as the best suited plan to supply urgently needed water 
to Kern County and other water-deficient areas of the State of California ; be it 
further 

Resolwed, That copies of this resolution be forwarded to the following: Kern 
County Board of Supervisors, State engineer, Senator Jess R. Dorsey, Assembly- 
woman Dorothy Donahoe, Assemblyman H. W. “Pat” Kelly, Congressman Harlan 
Hagen, State Feather River Association, and the Kern County Water Association. 

RicuHarp K, NEWMAN, Jr., President. 


Attested by : 


WARREN D. BRUCE. 





SAN LUIS (CALIFORNIA) IRRIGATION DEVELOPMENT 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas the present and future economy of California is dependent upon 
the control, conservation, and distribution of the State’s water resources, gen- 
erally as proposed in the California water plan; and 

Whereas the Feather River project has been authorized as the initial unit 
of said water plan; and 

Whereas the California Legislature has appropriated funds for the initiation 
of construction of the project : Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the California Central Valleys Flood Control Association, repre- 
senting some 70 districts in the Sacramento Valley and Sacramento-San Joaquin 
Delta and comprising an area of 650,000 acres, urges and supports the immediate 
acquisition by the State with the funds appropriated, of the property and sites 
necessary for the construction of the project in order that the flood control to be 
provided by the project and so desperately needed by the members of the asso- 
ciation may be secured at the earliest possible date. 

The foregoing is a copy of a resolution adopted by the executive committee at 
a regular meeting in Sacramento, Monday, April 30, 1956. 

CALIFORNIA CENTRAL VALLEYS FLOop 
CONTROL ASSOCIATION, 
By JoHN M. LUTHER, Manager. 


CALIFORNIA FARM BUREAU FEDERATION, 
Berkeley, Calif., March 1, 1956. 
Hon. GOODWIN J. KNIGHT, 
Governor of the State of California, 
State Capitol, Sacramento, Calif. 

JyeaR GOVERNOR KNicgHT: At the California State Chamber of Commerce 
meeting in Los Angeles, February 23, it was indeed gratifying to see and hear 
the Governor of this great State indicate and assume leadership in the matter 
of couservation and redistribution of water which is so important to our rapidly 
increasing population, industry, and agriculture, and the flood control necessary 
for the protection of life and property. 

Unfortunately, along with your many proposals that were good and that 
contained much of value to all the people of this State, you made one that was 
very unfortunate and distributing to the people who are vitally interested in the 
success of the Feather River project as soon as possible. I refer to your inten- 
tion to wait until July 1, 1957, to give the Federal Government an opportunity 
to take over construction and operation of the San Luis project. This indicates 
approval of such action on your part which is all that both the Bureau of 
Reclamation and the Department of Justice have been waiting for. It also 
indicates that you believe in the impossible—satisfactory integration. 

You should know that by every action of the Bureau of Reclamation and the 
Department of Justice since the day of the filing of a case entitled Ickes v. Foz, 
decided February 1, 1987, both agencies have been relentless in pursuit of their 
claim that the Federal Government owns all the water and that they have no 
intention of complying with State water law. It is a fair statement that in 
connection with both the Central Valley project and the Solano project develop- 
ment there has been no consideration given to the requirements of California 
State law. 

If you are not well enough informed to realize what would happen to the 

Feather River project and the State water plan if the Government takes advan- 
tage of your offer and goes ahead with the purchase of land and construction of 
the San Luis Dam and Reservoir, you should at least protect the State’s position 
by acquiring title to the land. Here is a dam and reservoir necessary to the 
success of the Feather River project and yet you offer to let the Federal Govern 
ment take it over and then permit us to “integrate” our plan with its. It should 
be the other way around. 
. In a letter dated September 21, 1955, I called your attention to the position of 
the California Farm Bureau Federation in support of State ownership and 
control of the San Luis Dam and Reservoir. I also called your attention to the 
fact that the California Irrigation Districts Association, California Water 
Council, Metropolitan Water District, Los Angeles Bureau of Water and Power, 
Feather River Project Association, and many other groups, for good and 
sufficient reasons desired State ownership and operation under California State 
law. 
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os 


On November 10, 1955, at its annual meeting in San Francisco, the House of 
Delegates of the California Farm Bureau Federation adopted the following 
resolution ; 

RESOLUTION 32, STATE WATER PROJECTS 


“There are extremely urgent water needs in the western and southern por- 
tions of the San Joaquin Valley, including areas of critical shortage in Fresno, 
Kings, and Kern Counties, which must be met without delay, if economic distress 
and possible chaos are to be avoided in these areas. 

“In order to assure a supply of supplemental water to these areas in time to 
avoid great loss and hardship to the farmers of these areas, it is essential to 
enact legislation relating to many phases of the water problem which exists 
hoth in the above-mentioned areas and other areas of the State. 

“We urge the State of California to purchase immediately rights-of-way for 
canals and necessary dam sites, including the San Luis Reservoir and Oroville 
dam sites, ot be used as a part of a statewide water plan.” 

Over half of the farmers in the State of California are members of Farm 
Bureau, are vitally interested in all water matters, over a lung period of years 
have helped to develop California water law, feel secure in their rights regard 
ing operating under that law, and fully realize that the Federal agencies that 
would be involved claim sovereign rights, ownership of the water, and refuse to 
recognize State law. 

Governor, in the best interest of all of the people of the State, we urge you to 
give further serious consideration to prompt action for purchase of the necessary 
and and development of the San Luis project by the State. 

Yours truly, 


CALIFORNIA FARM BUREAU FEDERATION, 
WATER PROBLEMS DEPARTMENT, 
By J. J. Deve, Director. 


CALIFORNIA FARM BUREAU FEDERATION, 
Berkeley, Calif., Mareh 2, 1956. 
Hon. THOMAS H. KvucHEL, 
United States Senator, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Kvucner: In view of the statements made by Governor Knight in Los 
Angeles last week that he would call a special session of the legislature for con- 
sideration of water matters, would recommend appropriations to start work on 
the Feather River project but withhold spending any of the money until July 1, 
1957, to see if the Federal Government would take over construction of the San 
Luis Dam and Reservoir, and the further fact that the Commissioner of Reclama 
tion during the past few weeks has been making a strong bid for support for a 
Federal San Luis project, it is made necessary for me to again remind you that 
the California Farm Bureau Federation, an organization to which more than half 
of the farmers in California belong, is vigorously opposed to the Federal Govern 
ment having any connection with the San Luis project. 

The Governor may well be fooled with Mr. Dexheimer’s promise of satisfactory 
integration of the State project with a Federal San Luis project, but you and I 
both know that integration would only be possible on the terms dictated by the 
Bureau of Reclamation and the Department of Justice, that such terms could not 
he favorable because both agencies insist that the Government owns the water, 
refuses to recognize California water law and frequently ignores plain directives 
of Congress. These facts are too well known to you to need any explanation. 

This is a very serious matter to all of California and as late as November 10, 
1956, Farm Bureau, at its last annual meeting with around 4,000 members in 
attendance, reaffirmed its position by the adoption of Resolution No. 32. You 
know that the California Irrigation Districts Association, California Water 
Council, Feather River Project Association, Los Angeles Department of Water 
and Power, Metropolitan aWter District, and other groups, have the same 
position as the California Farm Bureau Federation. 

We are well aware of the condition of the farmers on the west side of Fresno 
County. They need a substantial amount of imported water just as soon as it can 
possibly be had. We also know that the need in other large areas in the San 
Joaquin Valley is not far behind that in Fresno County and that even southern 
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California cannot continue to grow and develop for many more years without 
water from the north, and we do not want a limited Federal project to take the 
heart out of the State plan. 

It is natural that our governor would want to get as much Federal money spent 
in California as possible, but he should also look at the possible consequences of 
particular jobs. If my memory serves me right, the Cachuma project in Santa 
Barbara County is not yet complete, the Bureau of Reclamation is already 
committed to construct the Trinity River project, $225 million ; Sacramento Valley 
canals, $67 million ; Salano project, $52 million ; Santa Maria project, $26,400,000; 
San Joaquin distribution systems, $23 million; Ventura project, $27 million; Palo 
Verde diversion project, $6,599,000; and a Santa Margarita River project needs 
more attention. That is a substantial program which along with the flood contro] 
projects of the Army engineers will take lots of Federal money, and if Congress 
wants to provide more let the Army engineers help build the Feather River Dam 
in the interest of saving lives and property. 

On behalf of all the people of this State, we urge you to work for as much 
money for the presently authorized projects as fast as it can be used, and pleas¢ 
don’t jeopardize the Feather River project by supporting a Federal San Luis 
project. 

Yours truly, 
CALIFORNIA Farm BUREAU FEDERATION, 
WATER PROBLEMS DEPARTMENT, 
sy J.J. DEVEL, Director. 


(The following resolution was adopted by the California Junior Chamber of 
Commerce at its quarterly board meeting held February 24-26, 1956.) 


RESOLUTION No. 56-17 
A RESOLUTION URGING ACQUISITION OF OROVILLE DAM AND SAN LUIS RESERVOIR SITES 


Whereas a critical need exists for additional water supply for both metropolitan 
and agricultural areas in the State of California; and 

Whereas the solution of the water problem is of vital importance to the expan- 
sion and prosperity of both northern and southern California ; and 

Whereas after thorough study, the division of water resources of the State of 
California has recommended the Feather River project as the most feasible major 
source of additional water supply both from an engineering and financial stand- 
point; and 

Whereas after comparative study of all presently proposed solutions of the 
water problem, the San Jose Junior Chamber of Commerce has endorsed the 
Feather River project as the most economical, practical, and immediate solution 
for the most pressing needs of the people of the State of California: Therefore 

Resolved, That the California State Junior Chamber of Commerce urge its local 
chapters to actively sponsor the acguisition by the State of the Oroville Dam and 
San Luis Reservoir sites as the first step in the solution of the pressing water 
problem of the State of California. 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., January 24, 1956. 
Mr. Rosert B. Rrver, Consultant, 
California Water and Power Users Association, Oakland, Calif. 

Dear Mr. River: Thank you for your letter of January 18, 1956, in which you 
request me to sponsor legislation for Federal multiple-purpose development of 
the Feather River project, and in which you ask for my answer to those who 
are suggesting that the $100 million proposal on the Oroville Dam which I have 
made would lead to evasion of our reclamation laws and could lead to wrecking 
of the Central Valley project. 

With reference to Federal authorization and construction of the Feather River 
project: The short answer is that we don’t have a chance of getting a Federal 
authorization for this project. That is true for two reasons. First, the State 
has selected the project for State construction. As a matter of policy our com- 
mittee would not entertain legislation to shove the State off a project which it 
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id authorized and undertaken to build. Our committee members feel that the 
eleral Government has plenty of projects to build without quarreling with a 
State as to Whether or not the State should give up its plans and let the Federal 
;overnment build a project. Those who advocate a Federal authorization of 
he Feather River project should, therefore, get the State legislature and the 
overnor to change their minds with respect to State construction. As long as 
the State is undertaking construction the Federal Government will not tonch 
and my committee would think I was a little naive to even suggest tnat 
the Federal Government push the State off the project. 

Secondly, even if the State should change its mind and ask the Federal Gov- 
rument to build the Feather River project, I think the chances of getting 
Federal authorization at this time are remote. That is true because we already 
ave a billion dollars, approximately, built and authorized in the Central 
Valley project. California got the quarter of a billion dollar. Trinity project 

t session. The Federal Government is also building the Sacramento Valley 

uals, $67 million; the Solano project, $52 million; the Santa Maria project, 

17 million; the San Joaquin distribution systems, $23 million; and will no 

bt authorize and build the Ventura project, $27 million. With all of these 

ve can’t expect Congress to authorize a billion and a half dollar projet for us, 

pecially with the Upper Colorado Basin project hanging on the edge of defeat 

ie to the opposition from southern California. In short, from my experience 

here, I am saying that even with everybody in the State for Federal construc- 

tion—which isn’t the case—we wouldn’t have a chance of getting Federal 
ithorization in the foreseeable future, 

Now with reference to the suggestion that the $100 million contribution should 

rry with it all of the provisions of the reclamation law: The $100 million 

tribution is for the flood control benefits exclusively. The State would be 
ected to enter into a contract with the Federal Covernment with respect to 

ie operation of the project for flood control purposes which would insure that 
he flood control benefits would be received and would be maximized by corre- 
ited operation for flood control purposes with the existing and future units of 
Central Valley project. That's all the Federal Government is entitled to ask. 

ie State will have to put up the balance of the money to build the Oroville 
Dam, a little more than $8 for $1. In addition, the Feather River project when 
mpleted will cost $114 billion. In other words, the Federal contribution to 
the whole project would be about one-fifteenth. This certainly would not entitle 
the Federal Government to insist on the application to the project of all Federal 

w dealing with reclamation and power. The Federal Government should have 

voice in the management of the Feather River project with respect to those 
features—flood control—which the Federal Government helps to pay for. 

Nor can I see how State construction of the Feather River project could wreck 
the Central Valley project. Perhaps it would be more logical and economical to 
ave all units in the Central Valley under one agency, but the Central Valley 
project is an integrated project standing alone and can’t be wrecked by the State 
doing some building in the same area. 

Finally, I would like to add that the suggestion I have made for $100 million 
ontribution is a practical one for getting some help from the Federal Govern- 
nent to start the initial structure, the Oroville Dam, on the Feather River 
roject. In my opinion, the building of Oroville Dam is the single most prac- 
cal and important thing that can be done to stop the floods in northern Cali- 
fornia, especially if that dam is operated for flood control purposes in con- 
iunetion with Shasta, Folsom, and Friant. The proposal which I have made 
iot only has a sound basis that makes good sense, but, additionally, it has the 
apability of being accomplished. I hope everyone will help in getting it dotie. 

Sincerely yours, 
Cram Encte, M. C, 


{H. R. 8677, 84th Cong., 2d sess. ] 


\ BILL Authorizing a monetary contribution for the flood-control accomplishments of 
the multiple-purpose Oroville Dam proposed to be constructed on the Feather River by 
the State of California 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That, in recognition of the flood-control 
accomplishments of the multiple-purpose Oroville Dam and Reservoir, proposed 
to be constructed on the Feather River by the State of California, there is hereby 
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authorized to be appropriated as a monetary contribution toward the con 
struction cost of such dam and reservoir the sum of $100,000,000, such funds 
to be administered by the Secretary of the Army. 

Sec. 2. Prior to making the monetary contribution authorized by section 1 of 
this Act, or any part thereof, the Department of the Army and the State of 
California shall have entered into an agreement providing for operation of the 
Oroville Dam in such maner as will produce the flood-control benefits upo: 
which the monetary contribtuion is predicated, such operation to be consistent 
with the other multiple purposes of said dam. 

Sec. 3. The funds appropriated under this authorization shall be administere:| 
by the Secretary of the Army in a manner which shall assure that the annua! 
Federal contribtuion during the project construction period does not exceed the 
percentage of the annual expenditure for the Oroville Dam and Reservoir which 
the total flood-control contribution bears to the total cost of the dam and 
reservoir. 

Sec. 4. Unless construction of the Oroville Dam and Reservoir is undertake 
within two years from the date of enactment of this Act, the authority for the 
monetary contribution contained herein shall expire. 


RESOLUTION OF FEATHER RIVER PROJECT ASSOCIATION, LOS ANGELES, CALIP, 


RESOLUTION RECOMMENDING BUDGET APPROPRIATIONS BY THE STATE FOR THI 
FEATHER RIVER PROJECT FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 1956-57 


Resolved by the board of directors of the Feather River Project Association 
at the regular meeting held in Sacramento this 10th day of March, 1956, That 
the association support the budget items recommended February 7, 1956, by the 
water project authority in connection with the Feather River project; and 

Supports immediate acquisition of the Oroville and San Luis Dam and Res 
ervoir sites; and 

Support appropriation for the acquistion of the dam and reservoir sites of 
the Alameda, Santa Clara and San Benito service area of the Feather Rive 
project: and 

Supports appropriations for necessary engineering studies and surveys in con 
nection with the Feather River project, including the Alameda, Santa Clara, 
San Benito Aqueduct, alternate routes to southern California and San Diego 
County; and 

Supports appropriations for engineering studies and surveys for initial de- 
velopment of the u; per Feather River service area as that development was 
reported by the State engineer in his February 1955 report on the Feather River 
project: and 

Supports appropriations for the acquisition of rights of way for service to 
west and south San Joaquin Valley upon determination of final design and 
location of said rights-of-way. 


(The following resolution was adopted by the board of directors of the Feather 
River Project Association at their regular meeting held January 6, 1956:) 


RESOLUTION 


Resolved by the board of directors of the Feather River Project Association, 
That the Congress of the United States be requested— 

1. To provide financial aid for the State of California’s Feather River project 
to the same extent that such aid would be provided to the project under Bureau 
of Reclamation laws were it constructed by the Federal Government, including 
payment of the amount of the nonreimbursable items of project expenditures for 
flood control and irrigation ; and 

2. To authorize upon appropriate terms and conditions the use of the excess 
capacity of the Federal Tracy pumping plant and Delta-Mendota Canal and such 
Federal electrical power as may be availble for the use of said Feather River 
project. 


(The following resolution was adopted by the board of directors of the Feather 
River Project Association at their regular meeting held January 6, 1956:) 
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RESOLUTION 


Resolwed by the board of directors of the Feather River Project Association, 
(hat the Honorable Goodwin J. Knight, Governor of the State of California, be, 
nd he is, hereby respectfully urged to call an extraordinary session of the 
State legislature, to run concurrently with the next budget session, authorizing 
the legislature to act on legislation for the appropriation of money to acquire 
the Oroville and San Luis Dam sites and for needed surveys and emergency 
tudies in connection with the Feather River project and to act on other related 
atters, 


PoLicy STATEMENT OF THE FEATHER RIVER PROJECT ASSOCIATION MARCH 10, 1956 


Be it resolved, That the Feather River Project Association urges favorable 
action by all officials and legislatures of the State of California and by its 
Senators and Representatives in Congress to support in every way the follow- 
ne 

Immediate acquisition of site for and construction of the Oroville Dam and 
teservoir of the Feather River project. 

Immediate acquisition of the site for and construction of the San Luis Dam 
ind Reservoir of the Feather River project. 

Immediate acquisition of rights of way and construction of aqueducts and 
facilities for delivery of water to the intended service areas of the Feather River 
project in Fresno, Kings, and Kern Counties; the counties of Alameda, Santa 
Clara, and San Benito; and Southern California. 

Immediate clarification and establishment of water rights essential to success 
of the Feather River project. 


RESOLUTION OF IRRIGATION DISTRICTS ASSOCIATION OF CALIFORNIA 
PURCHASE OF THE SAN LUIS RESERVOIR SITE 


Whereas the San Luis Rerservoir site in western Merced County will be the 
ocation of a large storage reservoir to implement the supply of water for the 
vest side of the San Joaquin Valley and to make further development of the 
vaters of the State possible; and 

Whereas the prompt purchase of the site of the San Luis Reservoir would be 

wise investment in the future of California and in the development of our 
water resources and would assure the State of being in a strong position to see 
that the reservoir would be so located as to provide that the storage capacity 
required to make the State water plan feasible could be built into the reservoir 
whether the project was initially constructed by the State or by the Federal 
(jovernment: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the legislature be urged to make funds available to purchase 
the site of the San Luis Reservoir. 

This is to certify that the above is a true and correct copy of resolution 
adopted by the Irrigation Districts Association of California in convention as- 
sembled in San Diego, Calif., December 9, 1955. 

Rosert T. DurBrow, Executive Secretary. 


FEBRUARY 29, 1956. 
\Ir. HArnvEty BANKS, 
State Engineer, Division of Water Resources, 
Department of Public Works, 
Sacramento, Calif. 


Dear MR. BANKS: This refers to the report on the San Luis unit submitted with 
letter of conditional recommendation May 6, 1955, by the regional director of 
reclamation, Sacramento, Calif., to the Commissioner of Reclamation, Wash- 
ington, D. C. It refers also to the Commissioner’s letter dated August 5, 1955, 
which coneurs in and adopts the report and conditionally recommends its ap- 
proval and adoption by the Secretary of the Interior of the United States. 

The above document and letters were approved for transmittal to State and 
Federal agencies December 1, 1955. 
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The County of Kern, Calif., has reviewed these transmittals and desires to 
present certain comments concerning them. We request that these comments 
be brought to the attention of the Secretary of the Interior and to other agen- 
cies and branches of State and National Government, if deemed appropriate by, 
you to do so. 

We note that two separate and distinct recommendations are offered by the 
Commissioner for authorization, construction, and operation of the San Luis unit 
Neither of these recommendations is absolute, but rather, are conditioned on 
certain prescribed accomplishments to be completed in the future. 

After detailing the scope and objectives of the proposed San Luis unit report, 
the first recommendation, submitted by the Commissioner, with the qualifying 
conditions set forth, proposes that the San Luis unit be made an integral part 
of the Central Valley project. 

The County of Kern cannot concur in this recommendation for reasons as fo) 
lows: 

Kern County, covering an area of 8,000 square miles in California with a 
population of 270,000 people, a large proportion of which is dependent on farm 
ing, as illustrated by the fact that 1954 farm output was valued at $224 million. 
accounting for nearly 10 percent of all California’s farm production, faces major 
water supply problems in several large areas within the county, as is well known 
by the State engineer. Supplementary water is urgently needed by water users 
who are now drawing on underground water supplies, by use of wells and pumps 
which draw on rapidly accelerating diminishing underground water supplies at 
the present time. 

The State-authorized Feather River project is planned to supply these wate: 
needs; also it is planned as a present and future source of water for this area 
and for the needs of other large populations and areas of the State. 

Kern County water users have applied through the official action taken by this 
Board of Supervisors of the County of Kern, for 400,000 acre-feet of water from 
the Feather River project. Two new large water districts are being organized 
within the County of Kern for the purpose of contracting for and distributing 
required supplemental water. Additional applications for water from the 
Feather River project may be anticipated upon completion of organization of 
these districts. 

It is our understanding that the heart of the Feather River project is the 
San Luis Reservoir, which would occupy the same reservoir site, although de- 
veloped to double the indicated capacity, as would be required for the reservoir 
of the San Luis unit of the Central Valley project. 

It is believed that the feasibility of the Feather River project would be ad 
versely affected by dedication of the San Luis Reservoir site to the use of the 
San Luis unit as a part of the Central Valley project. It is also believed that 
the service area of the proposed San Luis unit may well served through the 
facilities which can be provided by the Feather River project, inasmuch as 
there is a complete overlapping of the service areas proposed, both by the San 
Luis unit of the Central Valley project and by the Feather River project. 

The water needs of substantial areas in Kern County and of other areas in 
the San Joaquin Valley which may be met by the Feather River project are criti 
cally urgent. We believe the required speed and practicability of action neces- 
sary to meet these needs would be adversely affected by authorization of the 
San Luis unit of the Central Valley project as proposed. 

We believe there is considerable danger that the equitable cost of water to 
users in Kern County and other areas of the State would be adversely affected 
by any action which would authorize the San Luis unit as part of the Central 
Valley project. 

As proposed by the Commissioner, the San Luis unit of the Central Valley 
project could upon construction be operated to supply water to users within the 
496,000-acre service area embraced in the project which is largely located in 
Fresno County, southwest Merced County and northwest Kings County. How 
ever, it could not supply water to Kern County, nor be comparable in its service 
to meet the water requirements in service areas of the Feather River project 
which extend from the Oroville Dam through the Feather River service area: 
to Santa Clara, Alameda, and San Benito Counties; and to areas south of the 
Tehachapi Mountains in southern California. 

It is our opinion that the right to the beneficial use of water available in the 
delta of the Sacramento-San Joaquin Rivers by water users anticipating de- 
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ery of water through the facilities of the State-authorized Feather River 
oject may be impaired by authorization of the San Luis unit as an integral 
part of the Central Valley project. 
We now refer to the second recommendation made by the Commissioner of 
eclamation proposing that the San Luis unit be authorized as an integral part 
f the Feather River project. We note that this would require a special enabling 
by Congress. The further condition is that there should be an agreement 
between the Secretary of the Interior and the State of California approved by 
Congress for operation and maintenance of the San Luis unit as an integral part 
of the Feather River project. 
It is our opinion that this proposal and these conditions require far more 
me for study by the people of the areas directly affected than has been allotted 
the subject. We believe it would be most unwise to authorize the San Luis 
init as an integral part of the Feather River project at this time or until such 
ne as adequate opportunity has been afforded all interested parties in all areas 
ected to express their views. 
We believe that both general and specific terms of the agreement referred to 
bove should be accepted in principle by both State and Federal Legislatures 
or to authorized coustruction under this recommendation. 
The County of Kern has no desire to delay or impede in any manner the 
ustructive and sincere efforts of people or agencies within areas of neighbor 
counties to improve their water supplies and to build conservation works 
d distribution systems for this purpose. We are fully sympathetic with any 
| all legitimate aspirations in this direction, perhaps as only those who are 
nilarly aliected with the malady of insufficient water for existing needs can be, 
On the other hand, we believe that our comments hereinabove noted will tend 
» establish the Feather River project in accord with a plan best suited to benefit 
»entire State of California as a whole. 
Very truly yours, 
COUNTY OF KERN, 
S JOHN Ho vt, 
Chairman, Board of Supervisors. 


RESOLUTION OF KERN BRANCH OF THE CALIFORNIA CATTLEMEN’S ASSOCIATION 
BAKERSVILLE, CALIF. 


Whereas the present and future economy of the State of California is de- 
pendent upon the operation, control, conservation, development, and distribution 

f the State’s water resources ; 

Whereas the Feather River project has been authorized as the first unit of the 
California water plan, and substantial sums have already been appropriated 
including sums for the purchase of the San Luis Dam and Reservoir site; 

Whereas the San Luis Dam and Reservoir is an essential part of said Feather 
River project; and 

Whereas any plan of integration would result in unnecessary delay in the con- 
struction of the Feather River project : Now therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Kern branch of the California Cattlemen’s Association 
joins with the legislature of this State and counties, cities, water districts, and 

vic bodies throughout the State in support of the acquisition of the San Luis 
Dam and Reservoir site by the State of California through prompt action with 

e money which has been appropriated therefore by the legislature, and that the 
State construct, operate, manage, and control the San Luis Dam and Reservoir 
us part of the Feather River project. 


CERTIFICATE 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 
County of Kern, ss: 

James C, Beagle, being first duly sworn, on oath says: 

That he is the duly appointed, qualified, incumbent, and acting secretary of 
the Kern branch of the California Cattlemen’s Association, an association duly 
organized and existing under California laws; that the foregoing resolution is a 
true, correct, and compared copy of a resolution which was unanimously passed, 
‘arried and adopted at a regular meeting of the board of directors of said 
association at the Salad Bowl Restaurant No. 3 in Bakersfield, Calif., on May 
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1, 1956, at which said meeting a quorum of the board of directors were present 


and voting. 5 om 
AMES WU. EAGLE. 


Subscribed and sworn to before me this 2d day of May 1956. 
[SEAL] GENEVA W. ROTTIER, 
Notary Public in and for the County of Kern, State of California. 


My commission expires April 16, 1957. 


Los ANGELES CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
April 25, 1956. 
The Honorable THomAs H. KUCHEL, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR KuCHEL: This is to advise you that the Los Angeles Chamber 
of Commerce is opposed to the Bureau of Reclamation being authorized to con- 
struct the San Luis project here in California. We will appreciate your con- 
sideration of our views on this in connection with the hearing, which we under- 
stand is being held on May 11. 

The San Luis Reservoir is a most essential part of the Feather River project. 
Without its being so developed and operated as to tie in completely with the 
Feather River project, it would be impractical for southern California to receive 
its water from the project. 

To develop it primarily for irrigation of lands as proposed by the Bureau of 
Reclamation’s plan, and only incidentally as part of the Feather River project, 
would be placing the emphasis on the lesser of its two important uses, Further- 
more, all experience that has been had with the Bureau of Reclamation has 
demonstrated the difficulty in working at long range to resolve problems vital to 
local communities. And certainly with the reservoir being developed for irriga- 
tion interests we could expect a great deal of trouble in trying to fit its opera- 
tion into the needs for domestic water supply for this area south of the 
Tehachapi. 

Since the Feather River is to be under State development it is entirely incon- 
sistent and unreasonable to have such an important part of it dominated by the 
Bureau of Reclamation. We do not believe that legislation by Congress, no mat- 
ter how carefully worded, could prevent great difficulties from arising, provided 
the control of the reservoir is in the Federal Government’s hands. 

What we have said above does not preclude an interest in the San Luis Dam 
and Reservoir on the part of the Federal Government. It is important that the 
lands in the area which would be served receive supplemental irrigation water 
and the Federal Government, of course, has long taken responsibility in this 
field. 

We think that the way for this participation is properly outlined in the report 
of the Presidential Advisory Committee on Water Resources Policy. Clarence 
A Davis, Under Secretary of the Interior, in an address before the National Con- 
ference on Water Resources Policy at St. Louis on January 24, 1956, had this to 
say with respect to that report: “The Committee closes its report by recom- 
mending Federal participation in non-Federal projects built by the States and 
their agencies.” 

Later he says: “There seems little reason why all of the power and authority 
that go with the control of a great universal natural resource like water should 
be concentrated in the city of Washington. If it were so, the financial burden 
would become intolerable. The political power that goes with such centralization 
in itself is a fearful thing, and the lack of local control of local resources and 
situations is greatly regretted.” 

We believe that this report, involving exhaustive study and analysis by three 
Cabinet officers responsible in the field of water development, points to a practi- 
eal and highly desirable procedure in furthering development of our water pro- 
jects. We believe that the Feather River project offers a good opportunity to 
apply the proposals enunciated in this report and that in so doing the State of 
California would gain through having the Feather River project under a single 
direction, with home rule, at the same time that the Federal Government would 
profit by taking off its shoulders much of the overhead and, consequently, tax 
burden which is entailed in its development and operation of projects. 

Sincerely, 
Haroitp W. Wricut, General Manager. 
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RESOLUTION OF CrTy oF Los ANGELES 


Whereas the city of Los Angeles is vitally interested in the Feather River 
project as the initial unit of the State water plan for the conservation and devel- 
opment of the water resources of this State; and 

Whereas the Feather River project should be commenced as soon as possible 
in order that the present and future economy and development of the State and 
this city may be assured: Therefore be it 

Resolved, That the Los Angeles City Council respectfully urge Gov. Goodwin 
J. Knight to call an extraordinary session of the State legislature, to run con- 
currently with the next budget session, authorizing the legislature (a) to act on 
legislation to create a State Water Department; (0) for the appropriation of 
money to acquire the Oroville and San Luis Dam sites and for needed surveys 
and studies in connection with the Feather River project; (c) to consider the 
counties of origin question, and other related matters. 

Presented by : 

CHARLES NAVARRO, 

JANUARY 30, 1956. 


CouNTY OF Los ANGELES, 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, 
Los Angeles, Tuesday, February 7, 1956. 


RESOLUTION NO. 32, IN RE FEATHER RIVER PROJECT 


RESOLUTION URGING GOV. GOODWIN J. KNIGHT TO CALL EXTRAORDINARY SESSION OF 
STATE LEGISLATURE TO ACT ON MATTERS RELATIVE THERETO 


The board met in regular session. Present: Supervisors Herbert C. Legg, 
chairman (presiding), Kenneth Hahn, John Anson Ford, Burton W. Chace, and 
Roger W. Jessup; and Harold J. Ostly, clerk, by James 8S. Allison, deputy clerk. 

On motion of Supervisor Jessup, unanimously carried, it is ordered that the 
following resolution be and the same is hereby adopted : 

Whereas the county of Los Angeles is vitally interested in the Feather River 
project as the initial unit of the State water plan for the conservation and 


development of the water resources of this State; and 

Whereas the Feather River project should be commenced as soon as possible 
in order that the present and future economy and development of the State and 
this county may be assured : Therefore be it 

Resolwed, That the Board of Supervisors of the County of Los Angeles re- 
spectfully urge Gov. Goodwin J. Knight to call an extraordinary session of the 
State legislature, to run concurrently with the 1956 budget session, authorizing 
the legislature (a) to act on legislation to create a State water department; 
(b) for the appropriation of money to acquire the Oroville and San Luis Dam 
sites, and for needed surveys and studies in connection with the Feather River 
project; (c) to consider the counties of origin question, and other related matters. 

I hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true, and correct copy of a reso- 
lution which was adopted by the Board of Supervisors of the County of Los 
Angeles, State of California, on February 7, 1956, and entered in the minutes of 


said board. 
Haroitp J. Ostiy, 


County Clerk of the County of Los Angeles, State of California, and 
ex Officio Clerk of the Board of Supervisors of said County. 
By ————_ ————,, Deputy Clerk. 


Pus.ic UTILITIES COMMISSION, 
City AND CouNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, 
May 2, 1956. 
Subject : Federal San Luis project bill. 
Mr. Trp GIFFrorD, 
Evecutive Manager, Feather River Project Association, 
Los Angeles, Calif. 

Dear Sir: Pursuant to your notice of April 25, 1956, with reference to the Fed- 
eral San Luis project bill now before a congressional committee, I am sending 
you copies of Resolution 16201, passed by the San Francisco Public Utilities Com- 


78891—56 19 
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mission on March 19, 1956. You will note that in the body of this resolution 
the public utilities commission expresses its policy with reference to ownership 
by the State of California of the San Luis Reservoir site as follows: 

“* * *- and be it further 

“Resolved, That as an initial action the legislature be urged to appropriate 
moneys to acquire the Oroville and San Luis Dam and Reservoir sites, to initi- 
ate construction of the Oroville Dam, and to conduct the necessary surveys and 
studies in connection with the Feather River project; and * * *” 

The policy above quoted was concurred in by Mayor George Christopher and 
the Board of Supervisors of the City and County of San Francisco, and pursuant 
to the action of these parties, this resolution was filed with the Governor of the 
State of California. 


Very truly yours, 
J. H. Turner, Manager of Utilities. 


RESOLUTION No. 16201 or Pustic UTILITIES COMMISSION, CITY AND COUNTY oO: 
SAN FRANCISOO 


Whereas the Feather River project, as now constituted, provides among other 
things for the furnishing of waters to the San Francisco Bay area, as such area 
is delineated in bulletin No. 1 of the State resources boards, dated 1951; and 

Whereas the city and county of San Francisco is vitally interested in the 
development of its contiguous area by the introduction of Feather River water 
to said area : Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the policy of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 
shall be to support appropriate legislation concerning the Feather River project ; 
and be it further 

Resolwed, That as an initial action the legislature be urged to appropriate 
moneys to acquire the Oroville and San Luis Dam and Reservoirs sites, to initiate 
construction of the Oroville Dam and to conduct the necessary surveys and 
studies in connection with the Feather River project; and be it further 

Resolwed, That the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission expresses this 
policy on the condition that an equitable share of the water from said project 
be allocated to the bay area as above defined ; and be it further 

Resolwed, That the mayor and the Board of Supervisors of the City and 
County of San Francisco be requested to express concurrence in this policy by 
appropriate action on their part, and that representatives of the City and County 
of San Francisco at Sacramento, be so informed. 

I hereby certify that the foregoing resolution was adopted by the Public 
Utilities Commission at its meeting of March 19, 1956. 

R. J. MUNLAND, Secretary. 


Board of Supervisors, county of Ventura, State of California, Tuesday, May 
1, 1956, at 9 a. m. 

Present: Supervisors L. A. Price (chairman) presiding; A. C. Ax, Joseph N. 
Appleton, C. H. Andrews, and Edwin L. Carty; L. E. Hallowell, clerk, by Shirley 


Weeks, deputy. 


ADOPTING RESOLUTION IN SUPPORT OF ACQUISITION OF SAN LuIS DAM AND RESER- 
vork SITE BY STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Whereas the present and future economy of the State of California is de- 
pendent upon the control, conservation, development, and distribution of the 
State’s water resources ; and 

Whereas the Feather River project has been authorized as the first unit of the 
California water plan ; and 

Whereas the San Luis Dam and Reservoir is an essential part of said Feather 
River project Now, therefore, upon motion of Supervisor Appleton, seconded 
by Supervisor Carty, and duly carried, be it 

Resolved, That the Board of Supervisors, County of Ventura, State of Cali- 
fornia, joins with the legislature of this State and counties, cities, water dis- 
tricts, and civic bodies throughout the State in support of the acquisition of the 
San Luis Dam and Reservoir site. by the State of California without unneces- 
sary delay with the money which has been appropriated therefor by the legis- 
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iature, and that the State construct, operate, manage, and control the San Luis 
Dam and Reservoir as part of the Feather River project. 
Dated this Ist day of May 1956. 


STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 
County of Ventura, 88: 

I. L. E. Hallowell, county clerk and ex officio clerk of the board of super- 
visors of the county of Ventura, State of California, hereby certify the above 
and foregoing to be a true and correct copy of an excerpt from the minutes of 
said board for the meeting of the date first above indicated. In witness whereof, 
I have hereunto set my hand and caused the seal of said board to be affixed this 
2d day of May 1956. 

[SEAL] 

L. B. HALLoweE 1, Clerk. 
By Suirntey WEEKS, Deputy. 


RESOLUTION No. 952 


Resolved, That the board of water and power commissioners of the city of 
Los Angeles join with the legislature of this State and counties, cities, water 
districts, and civic bodies throughout the State in support of the acquisition of 
the San Luis Dam and Reservoir site by the State of California without un- 
necessary delay with the money which has been appropriated therefor by the 
legislature, and that the State construct, operate, manage, and control the San 
Luis Dam and Reservoir as part of the Feather River project. 

I hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true, and correct copy of a reso- 
lution adopted by the Board of Water and Power Commissioners of the City of 
Los Angeles at its meeting held May 1, 1956. 

: JosEPH L. WILLIAMS, 
Secretary. 


DDEPARTMENT OF WATER AND POWER, 
THE City oF Los ANGELES, 
Los Angeles, Calif., January 27, 1956. 
Mr. Harvey O. BANKS, 
State Engineer, State of California, 
Sacramento, Calif. 


DEAR Mr. BANKS: In connection with the comments that the State of California 
will make to the Secretary of the Interior on the report by the United States 
Bureau of Reclamation on the San Luis unit of the Central Valley project, we 
respectfully submit the following views of the department of water and power 
of the city of Los Angeles with respect to that proposed project. It is our sincere 
hope that these views may be incorporated in the report that you will submit to 
the director of public works and that, in turn, these views may be transmitted 
with the director’s comments to the Secretary of the Interior. 

Our engineering and economic studies of the Reclamation Bureau report on the 
San Luis unit do not disclose any advantage that would accrue to the landowners 
in the San Luis service area nor to the State of California through Federal de- 
velopment of the unit that could not be realized to a greater degree, both in area 
and population served, under the State project. We therefore urge that the 
project be undertaken by the State as a part of the Feather River project of the 
California water plan and offer the following reasons for this recommendation : 

1. The report recently made to the joint committee on water problems of the 
California State Legislature by the Bechtel Corp. declares that the Feather River 
project is feasible and logical. The report specifically includes a recommenda- 
tion that the State legislature consider early enactment of legislation which will 
authorize and provide the appropriations required for the early initiation of 
action to acquire property and rights-of-way necessary for Oroville Dam and 
Reservoir and for San Luis Dam and Reservoir. 

». The Bechtel Corp. report declares that water can be supplied for irrigation in 
San Joaquin Valley (which includes the San Luis service area) in the general 
range of $7 to $9 per acre-foot, That estimate of cost compares closely with the 
Reclamation Bureau estimate of $7.50 per acre-foot for providing service to the 
same area. 

3. The Reclamation Bureau report concedes (on p. 2) that the State and 
Federal plans for providing service to the San Luis area are basically similar. 
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4. State development of this project would be in harmony with the report made 
by the President’s Advisory Committee on Water Resources Policy in Washington, 
D. C., on January 17, 1956. That report, which was prepared by a committee 
consisting of Secretary of Interior McKay, Secretary of Agriculture Benson, and 
Secretary of Defense Wilson, includes this statement : 

“The Federal Government should encourage non-Federal initiation and assump- 
tion of responsibility for construction of water resources projects. This ep- 
couragement should include payment in the case of non-Federal projects of the 
amount that would have been nonreimbursable had the project been federally 
constructed and the making or guaranteeing of loans to non-Federal interests 
for the construction of projects, and other appropriate means. 

“As an incentive to non-Federal construction of partnership projects having 
no vendible products, the Federal Government should increase by 10 percent the 
amount which it would contribute under the proposed general cost-sharing proce- 
dure if the project were to be built by the Federal Government. 

“The Federal Government should, to the extent necessary and appropriate, make 
or guarantee loans, under reasonable regulations, and with adequate security to 
States or local political subdivisions to construct water resources projects * * *.” 

Inclusion of the San Luis unit as an integral part of the Feather River project 
would be distinctly in accord with the national water policy just made public by 
President Eisenhower. 

5. The recognized need of the west San Joaquin Valley farmers, particularly 
in Fresno County, for the earliest possible relief from existing water shortage 
conditions could be met more promptly through State development of the San 
Luis unit. The Reclamation Bureau report states that the estimated construction 
period for the San Luis Dam and Reservoir and pumping plant wou!'d be 5% 
years. In contrast, the State enginer’s report declares that service could be 
provided to the west side of the San Joaquin Valley within a period of 3 years 
after start of construction. 

6. The service area of both the San Luis Canal and the Feather River Cana! 
in the west San Joaquin Valley is essentially the same. However, the larger 
Feather River Canal would be adequate for all needs in the area. Hence there 
would be a duplication of facilities and the needless expenditure of millions of 
dollars should the smaller San Luis Canal be built as a separate Federal project. 

In addition to the reasons stated above for recommending that the San Luis 
unit not be undertaken as a Federal project, the Federal plan falls short of the 
State plan in these important particulars: 

(a) The Federal plan does not provide sorely needed flood protection for the 
area north of Sacramento that was devastated by the Feather River floods of 
December 1955. 

(b) The Federal plan does not aid the service area below Oroville, including 
Butte, Yuba, Sutter, Placer, and Sacramento Counties. 

(c) The Federal plan provides no water for the service area in Alameda, Santa 
Clara, and San Benito Counties. 

(d) The Federal plan, while serving Fresno County and portions of the west 
San Joaquin Valley, does not serve Kern County in south San Joaquin Valley. 

(e) The Federal plan does not provide one drop of water for the populous 
southern California counties of San Luis Obispo, Santa Barbara, Ventura, Los 
Angeles, Orange, San Bernardino, Riverside, and San Diego. 

In other words, whereas the Federal plan would make use of the San Luis 
Reservoir site. it would serve only a limited portion of three counties and would 
fail to provide essential service to the many other populous counties listed 
above. The State’s Feather River project embraces service areas including 22 
counties in which 76 percent of the State’s population reside. Those people and 
the State of California would be deprived of the highest economic use of the San 
Luis Reservoir site if the Federal program is initiated. 

It is recommended therefore that the Secretary of the Interior be requested not 
to snhmit the San Luis unit report to the Congress for authorization as a Federal 
project. 

The support of the Secretary of the Interior should be sought, however, for 
Federal participation with the State along the lines suggested in the report of the 
President’s Advisory Committee on Water Resources Policy, of which the Secre- 
tary is Chairman. It is obvious that faster progress can be made if State funds 
are supplemented by Federal appropriations for those allocations of the project 
that are of national interest than would be the case if reliance were to be made 
solely on Federal appropriations. 
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This partnership approach will expedite early initiation and completion of the 
Feather River project which would serve not only the San Luis service area but 
which also promises benefits ranging from flood control in the Sacramento Valley 
to domestic, industrial, and agricultural water supplies as far south as San Diego. 

Of the 6 million persons now living in the coastal plain area of southern 
California, 2,200,000 are citizens of Los Angeles, Although the entire coastal plain 
faces a common water problem with respect to securing additional supplies from 
the Feather River, the responsibility of this department is primarily to the people 
of the city of Los Angeles. In their behalf we earnestly urge your consideration 
of these recommendations and express the strong hope that the official comments 
of the State of California will register opposition to Federal development of the 
San Luis unit. 

Sincerely, 
Ww. S. PETERSON, 
General Manager and Chief Engineer. 


RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY WATER PROJECT AUTHORITY IN REGULAR MEETING, 
FEBRUARY 7, 1956 


Whereas the State engineer has presented to the water project authority and to 

e legislature two reports entitled “Report on Feasibility of Feather River 
Project and Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Diversion Projects Proposed as 
Features of the California Water Plan,” May 1951, and “Program for Financing 

d Constructing the Feather River Project as the Initial Unit of the California 
Water Plan,” February 1955; and 

Whereas the legislature by chapter 1441, Statutes of 1951, authorized the 
construction of the Feather River project by the State acting through the water 
project authority ; and ° 

Whereas the joint committee on water problems of the California Legislature 
retained the Bechtel Corp. to review said report of the State engineer dated 
February 1955; and 

Whereas the Bechtel Corp. found the Feather River project to be engineeringly 
and financially feasible and recommended that lands and rights-of-way for Oro- 
ile Dam and Reservoir and for San Luis Dam and Reservoir, with appurtenant 
facilities, be purchased by the State and that funds be appropriated for prepara- 
tion of final plans and specifications, including comprehensive topographic surveys 
and subsurface investigations as required ; and 

Whereas the State engineer is currently reviewing the proposed report of the 
Department of the Interior on the San Luis unit of the Central Valley project, 
California, the alternative recommendation of which report reads as follows: 
“* * * that the San Luis unit, with such modifications as may be required, be 
authorized to be constructed by the Bureau of Reclamation and, upon agree- 
ment between the Secretary of the Interior and the State of California and 
with approval of the Congress, be operated and maintained by the State of 
California as an integral part of the proposed Feather River project * * *”’; and 

Whereas the loss of life and extensive damage to property caused by the 
uncontrolled floods in the Feather River in December 1955 has demonstrated 
the urgency of construction of Oroville dam and reservoir at the earliest prac- 
ticable date; and 

Whereas there exists an urgent need for supplemental water supplies in 
western and southern San Joaquin Valley and in Alameda, Santa Clara, and 
San Benito Counties ; and 

Whereas by 1975 there will exist a need for large quantites of supplemental 
water in southern California, which need can be met by the Feather River 
project ; and 

Whereas the final route of the aqueduct into southern California is yet to be 
determined ; and 

Whereas there exist serious problems in the recruitment and training of 
technical and professional personnel: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Water Project Authority of the State of California, That 
it recommend to the Governor of California that there be included in the budget 
for fiscal year 1956-57 an item of $28,832,000 in furtherance of the Feather 
River project to cover costs during that year of— 

(1) Surveys, explorations, and investigations at Oroville Dam site and of al- 
ternative routes to southern California ; 
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(2) Preparation of construction plans and specifications required for the first 
step of the construction program proposed in the said report of the State engi- 
neer dated February 1955, exclusive of construction plans and specifications for 
San Luis Dam and Reservoir ; 

(3) The first year’s expenditures of a 3-year program to acquire lands and 
rights-of-way for Oroville Dam and Reservoir, including relocation of highways 
and railroads, and San Luis Dam site, including highway relocation ; and 

(4) Relocation of Western Pacific Railroad and State highways as required 
in connection with Oroville Dam and construction engineering expenses in con- 
nection therewith ; and be it further 

Resolwed, That no money should be spent for acquisition of lands and rights- 
of-way at San Luis Dam and Reservoir site until July 1, 1957, or it has been 
determined whether or not the Federal Government is to construct the initial 
unit of the San Luis Dam, whichever occurs first ; and if the Federal Government 
is to construct said first unit, until mutually satisfactory arrangements have 
been consummated between the Federal Government and the State government 
for the integration of said first unit with the Feather River project; and be it 
further 

Resolved, That this appropriation should be made available as of April 1, 
1956, in order to facilitate recruitment and training of an adequate staff, so that 
the work may proceed expeditiously. 


May 8, 1956. 
STATEMENT OF CIty oF SAN D1EG0 
Subject: Feather River project, policy ; State and Federal participation 

The city of San Diego is located in the most southwesterly corner of the 
United States and is the site of the first mission built in California by the 
Franciscan Fathers. 

During the days of the early settlers, growth in the area was extremely slow 
for various reasons, but mainly because of lack of water. Even the Franciscan 
Fathers had to move the mission to secure a better small water supply. 

With the advent of railroads into San Diego and beginning about the turn 
of the century, San Diego began to grow steadily. Its population in 1910 was 
about 40,000; 1920, 75,000; 1930, 148,000; 1940, 202,000, and at the present time 
the population of the city is about 485,000, and within the county about 750,000. 
Water supply has always been one of the most important activities toward which 
the city directed its energies. With the construction of a very large municipal 
water system it secured rights and developed most of the adjacent streams in 
the area. 

In 1926 the city of San Diego made application for water from the Colorado 
River, knowing that its growth would be limited unless further importations 
could be made. 

In 1945 the city of San Diego formed the San Diego County Water Authority 
which in turn became a member of the Metropolitan Water District of Southern 
California. The MWD had constructed an aqueduct from the Colorado River 
to the Los Angeles metropolitan area. 

In 1947 the San Diego County Water Authority completed the first barrel of 
the aqueduct to San Diego from the Metropolitan Water District’s Colorado 
River aqueduct. This San Diego aqueduct had been started by the United States 
Navy but with cessation of hostilities of World War II work was to be stopped. 
The city of San Diego agreed with the Federal Government, that if the Federal 
Government would complete this aqueduct that the city would repay the cost of 
the aqueduct to the Federal Government on a non-interest-bearing basis. This 
contract was assigned to the San Diego County Water Authority and payments 
have been regularly made at the rate of one-half million dollars a year. 

Although the first barrel of the San Diego aqueduct was brought in in 1947, 
with continuing very rapid growth of the San Diego city and county area, a 
second barrel of the aqueduct was brought in from the Metropolitan Water 
District of Southern California in 1954, financed by the Federal Government. 
The San Diego County Water Authority, now the agency bringing in the Colo- 
rado River water, agreed to reimburse the Federal Government for financing 
involved on this second barrel, including interest at about 2.6 percent. 

These payments are being made regularly and advance payments are also being 
made in order to reduce the obligation at as fast a rate as reasonably practicable. 
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Continuing growth of this area and to avoid stagnation makes mandatory the 
importation of large additional supplies to San Diego County. 

The California State engineer has made a most careful study of the needs and 
requirements of this area as well as others in the State of California. They 
have recommended the Feather River project as part of the State water plan 
which, in brief, provides for the construction of a multipurpose dam near Oroville, 
Calif., on the Feather River, which is a tributary of the Sacramento River. The 
dam would provide flood control, power, and release water. Water would be 
picked up physically from the Sacramento River where it joins the San Joaquin 
River and large diversions would be made to serve lands on the west side of San 
Joaquin Valley, and also provide for 1,800,000 acre-feet annually for southern 
California, of which San Diego County area will receive about 360,000 acre-feet 
annually. 

Studies indicate that this great project, which is entirely within the State and 
can be constructed by the State, will provide water supply not only for vast 
acreage in San Joaquin Valley, which is badly deficient in supply and whose 
resources have dropped to an alarming level, but similarly will supplement the 
Jocal supplies in the San Diego area as well as the Colorado River importations 
which can be received in this area. 

The Feather River project lies entirely within the State of California and is 
not dependent upon water supplies from without the State. 

In line with the policy proposed to the Congress by President Eisenhower that 
the Federal Government should not construct works which can be constructed 
by States or other agencies and because Federal authority is not needed in order 
to divert water supplies within the State, it appears most practical that develop- 
ment of this project be entirely under State control. This policy proposes 
monetary support in those particular situations where there is a Federal obliga- 
tion such as with respect to flood control, and furthermore suggests “the mak- 
ing or guaranteeing of loans to non-Federal interests for certain purposes under 
proper safeguards * * *.” State control would be limited to the main transmis- 
sion, pump, and delivery works. The State would not go into the detail dis- 
tribution of water supply. 

In line with this policy, it is urgently presented that in order to expedite the 
work which can be done most expeditiously by State construction, the Federal 
Government allocate such funds to the flood-control features of the project as 
may be found to be a Federal responsibility. 

The separate construction of the San Luis project would not be to the best 
interest for the greatest number of people, as pointed out in the State report 
on the San Luis unit of the Central Valley project dated March 1956 and in pub- 
lication entitled, “Use and Recommendation of the State of California on the 
Proposed Report of the Department of the Interior on the San Luis Unit-Central 
Valley Project, California.” 

While certain features of the project can be integrated into an overall State 
plan, it appears obvious that operation by a single authority is far superior to 
divided authority. 

If the San Luis project were constructed separately and independently from 
the Feather River project, it would not only be more costly to both agencies but 
would interfere substantially with the Feather River project and would take 
the heart out of this project. There would also be conflict in the laws under 
which the Federal Government operates and the laws under which the State of 
California operates. 

A project of this type requires carefully considered action and unanimity of 
opinion, especially where the problems in the two portions in the State of Cali- 
fornia are so vastly different. The northern part of California, especially on 
the Feather River project, requires flood control, whereas the southern and cen- 
tral part of California are in need of additional water supplies. To inject an- 
other factor of Federal control over a portion of the area which would be served 
from this project would make it much more difficult to solve the problems of 
the remainder of the project. 

The city of San Diego’s position is strongly for State ownership and control 
with Federal contributions to supplement State funds for those portions of the 
work for which there is a Federal obligation. 

Past experience has indicated that Federal allocations for projects of this type 
are limited and the construction period would be extended over many years. 
Construction initiated by the State of California through issuance of bonds 
would result in much more rapid cqnstruction and water could be delivered to 
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areas in need well in advance of what would occur if under partial Federal 
ownership. 

In general, the Federal Government ought not to construct those works which 
States can do for themselves and where Federal contributions only need to be 
made in terms of funds. 

The above remarks are made to represent the thinking of the city of San Diego 
and you are most urgently requested to permit the State of California to develop 
this great project with Federal aid limited to the allocation of such funds as 
may appear to be appropriate. 

GrorRGE KERRIGAN, 
Councilman, City of San Diego. 


RESOLUTION No. 132753 


Whereas the present and future economy of the State of California is depend- 
ent upon the control, conservation, development and distribution of the State’s 
water resources; and 

Whereas the Feather River project has been authorized as the first unit of the 
California water plan; and 

Whereas the San Luis Dam and Reservoir is an essential part of said Feather 
River project: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Council of the City of San Diego as follows: 

That the Council of the City of San Diego join with the legislature of this 
State and counties, cities, water districis, and civic bodies throughout the State 
in support of the acquisition of the San Luis Dam and Reservoir site by the State 
of California without unnecessary delay with the money which has been appro- 
priated therefor by the legislature, and that the State construct, operate, man- 
age, and control the San Luis Dam and Reservoir as part of the Feather River 
project. 

The undersigned hereby authenticate the foregoing resolution and certify 
that it was passed and adopted by the Council of the City of San Diego, Calif., 
on April 26, 1956, by the following vote: 

Yeas: Councilmen Burgener, Williams, Schneider, Kerrigan, Curran, Mayor 
Dail. 

Nays: None. 

Absent: Councilman Evenson. 

CHARLES C. DAIL, 
Mayor of the City of San Diego, Calif. 
Frep W. Sick, 
City Clerk of the City of San Diego, Calif. 
[SEAL] By HeEten M. WI116, 
Deputy. 

I hereby certify that the above and foregoing is a full, true, and correct copy 
of Resolution 132753, passed and adopted by the Council of the City of San Diego, 
Calif., on April 26, 1956. 

Frep W. Sick, 
City Clerk of the City of San Diego, Calif. 

[SEAL] By Heren M. W116, 

Deputy. 


a 


RESOLUTION ENDORSING THE ACQUISITION OF THE SAN Luis DAM AND RESERVOIR 
SITE BY THE STATE oF CALIFORNIA 


On motion of Supervisor Austin, seconded by Supervisor Howell, the follow- 
ing resolution is adopted by the Board of Supervisors of the County of San Diego, 
State of California: 

Whereas the present and future economy of the State of California is depend- 
ent upon the control, conservation, development, and distribution of the State’s 
water resources ; and 

Whereas the Feather River project has been authorized as the first unit of the 
California water plan ; and 

Whereas the San Luis Dam and Reservoir is an essential part of said Feather 
River project : Now, therefore, it is 

Resolved, That this board join with the legislature of this State and counties, 
cities, water districts, and civic bodies throughout the State in support of the 
acquisition of the San Luis Dam and Reservoir site by the State of California 
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without unnecessary delay with the money which has been appropriated therefor 
by the legislature, and that the State construct, operate, manage, and control the 
San Luis Dam and Reservoir as part of the Feather River project. 

Passed and adopted by the Board of Supervisors of the county of San Diego, 
State of California, this Ist day of May 1956, by the following vote: 

Ayes: Supervisors Gibson, Bird, Robbins, Austin, and Howell. 

Noes: Supervisors, none. 

Absent: Supervisors, none. 


STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 
County of San Diego, ss: 

I, R. B. James, county clerk of the county of San Diego, State of California, and 
ex officio clerk of the board of supervisors of said county, hereby certify that I 
have compared the foregoing copy with the original resolution passed and adopted 
by said beard, at a regular meeting thereof, at the time and by the vote therein 
stated, which original resolution is now on file in my office; that the same con- 
tains a full, true, and correct transcript therefrom and of the whole thereof. 

Witness my hand and the seal of said board of supervisors this lst day of May 
1956. 

R. B. JAMES, 
County Clerk and ew officio Clerk of the Board of Supervisors. 

[SEAL] By Betty J. MARCHANT, 

Deputy. 


Senator Kucnen. And the statement of Mr. Leonard, as stated be- 
fore, will be made a part of the record. 
(The statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT OF RAYMOND A. LEONARD, PRESIDENT STATEWIDE FEATHER RIVER 
. PROJECT ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is Raymond A. Leonard, 
from Oroville, Calif. I wish to express my appreciation for the opportunity to 
appear before this committee. I am appearing before you today as president of 
the statewide Feather River Project Association, a nonprofit association of 
a grassroots nature, made up of men and women throughout the State, who are 
vitally and personally concerned with water development and its problems, 
The association was formed for the primary purpose of assisting in the develop- 
ment of the California water plan, and in particular the initial unit of that plan, 
known as the Feather River project. 

The Feather River project, authorized by the California legislature in 1951, 
would directly benefit 22 of the 58 counties of California and 76 percent of its 
present population. The project is designed to store and deliver surplus waters 
to areas of deficiency and furnish badly needed flood control in large areas of 
northern California—the part of the State in which I live and represent in this 
association, which area was so devastated by the terrible floods of last December, 
as well as by previous floods throughout the years. 

The San Luis Reservoir is an essential part of the Feather River project. 
Without its inclusion, the Feather River project is not feasible. This is the posi- 
tion stated only last year by former State Engineer A. D. Edmonston and his 
staff. They based their position, in part, on the fact that the Feather River 
project would need the income from the sale of water in the San Luis service 
area. The only answer to this is, if the Federal Government is to construct the 
San Luis Reservoir, it must subsidize the State in an amount necessary to reduce 
the State’s capital investment so that California would not miss the loss of 
revenue from the sale of water. 

When you consider that of the 477,000 acres comprising the proposed Federal 
San Luis service area, almost 50 percent is owned by 14 individuals, is the Fed- 
eral Government willing to undertake such a subsidy under reclamation appro- 
priations? 

Please do not misunderstand me. I have no intention of detracting from the 
outstanding work done by the Federal Government in developing multiple- 
purpose projects in the Western States. We firmly adhere to the policy that 
cooperation—not competition, should be the guide to Federal-State relationships 
in water development. 

Considering, however, that the development of the San Luis Reservoir involves 
the entire Feather River project and that the waters to flow through the San 
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Luis are just as much for urban and industrial use, as for agricultural use, and 
are for the direct benefit of 8 to 10 million people, it is apparent, that the entire 
feasibility of the Feather River project would be adversely affected by legisla- 
tion, such as is now pending before this committee. The loss of control of the 
disposition of those waters for the benefit of the entire project, excepting upon 
such terms as would be agreeable to the Federal Government, seriously jeopar- 
dizes the State's position in this matter. 

Surely, a State that recognizes its responsibilities for water development and 
has expressed a willingness to proceed with such development, deserves the co- 
operation and encouragement of the Federal Government on projects of this 
magnitude. To the best of my knowledge, this is the largest and most expensiy: 
single water development program ever undertaken—its estimated cost being 
$1.5 billion. But Federal assistance for a project of this type should not be 
forced to fit within the somewhat narrow confines of reclamation law—a law 
never designed for this type of endeavor. Such assistance should be patterned 
after a broader form of Federal participation, perhaps along the lines suggested 
by the President’s Advisory Committee on Water Policy. 

It must be remembered that the Federal Government has no plans or expressed 
intention to build the Feather River project, and that economic necessity has 
required of the State of California that it commit itself to the construction of 
this project. Surely, when it is only reasonable to assume that determination 
of the uses to which water stored in the San Luis would be put, must, of a matter 
of necessity, be strictly a State prerogative. 

Another question, perhaps one best avoided, but one which California musi 
face as a matter of necessity. 

The water shortage plight of vast areas of the urban and agricultural lands to 
be served by the Feather River project. Lands far in excess of the limited serv- 
ice area of the San Luis Reservoir must have water at once. The San Luis 
Reservoir should be in operation by 1961 under State plans. Is the Federal 
Government, at this time, willing to commit itself to the expenditure of over $225 
million which would have to be expended by 1961, in addition to the immediat: 
expenditures for the Trinity manne which, according to Mr. Dexheimer’s report, 
must be completed before the San Luis is feasible? 

These are but some of the questions which, in the opinion of the association I 
represent, are not answered by this proposed legislation. 

sasically, we believe that water originating in California, to be developed for 
the use and benefit of the people of California, is the responsibility of the State 
of California. We believe that the Federal Government should encourage and 
assist such a stand along the lines I have previously mentioned, but, we also 
believe, that a State willing to assume such responsibilities, is entitled to, and 
must be in a position to control its own destiny in water development and use. 


Senator Kucuer.. Mr. Leonard, I note that you have just come into 
the room. Will you come forward? We have your statement, which 
wil] appear, but any further comments you would like to make we 
would be glad to receive now. 


STATEMENT OF RAYMOND A. LEONARD, PRESIDENT, STATEWIDE 
FEATHER RIVER PROJECT ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Leonarp. I believe my statement was filed this morning, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. Lineweaver. Yes. It is inserted as if you had read it, Mr. 
Leonard. Do you have any additional comments? 

Mr. Lronarp. Well, in view of the fact that the statement has al- 
ready been placed in the record, I thought perhaps Senator Kuchel 
might want to ask me some questions regarding it. 

In view of the testimony that has gone on for the past 2 days, 
thought perhaps you might be interested in knowing the position of 
the association which I represent. 
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I might say that, like yourself, Senator, the association that I rep- 
resent represents, as you know, approximately 22 of the 58 counties 
directly and has as its expressed objective the representation of ail 
of the people of the State of California. 

Therefore, the problem that we are faced with is quite similar to 
yours in that respect. 

It is our feeling, however, that because of the element of time pri- 
marily involved in getting waters to these lands, based upon the past 
history, which is about all we can go on, as far as Federal appropria- 
— for reclamation projects are concerned, under reclamation law, 
by the time those appropriations would be made in a sufficient amount 
to construct the Trinity and the San Luis Reservoir and Dam site, these 
lands would be so devastated by the loss of water by that time that it 
would in effect serve no useful purpose as far as the people that are 
here at this time asking for assistance are concerned. 

We do feel that the State of California can and should accept the 
responsibility of building this project, the entire Feather River proj- 
ect, including the San Luis Reservoir. 

We feel that the State engineer, the Edmondston report, as it is 
so called, which was the State engineer’s report, as well as the Bechtel 
report, confirm the fact that the entire project, including the San Luis, 
is both engineeringly and economically feasible. 

We naturally feel that if the C ongress is going to put into legislation 
in any way the recommendations of the President’s Advisory Com- 
mittee on Water Problems, certainly the Federal Congress should 
recognize the determination and should commend the State of Cali- 
fornia on its desire to construct this project by itself and assist in 
any way they can. 

If not, then we would ask that the Federal Congress appropriate 
such moneys under the nonreimbursable items, like flood control, as 
it sees fit, and then it would be up to the State of California to go 
it alone if they are to benefit the people of California in time to do 
any good. That, basically, is our position. 

Senator Kucuen. And I am sure you share with me the recognition 
that thus far the only assistance which the people have had in the 
State has been from the Federal Government. Up to this point, the 
State has never shouldered any responsibility of construction. 

Mr. Leonarp. That is true, Senator. The State itself has not. As 
has been testified to, there have been some $6 million worth of irri- 
gation projects built within the State of California by various districts 
and so forth. That is quite correct. But I think when you consider 
the record, and the fact that the feasibility report for the Feather 
River project was not filed with the legislature until 1955, and the 
legislature then appropriated sufficient funds to have an independent 
review by the Bechtel Corp., which was filed at the end of 1955, and 
here within a year or a little over you have an actual appropriation of 
some $9,300,000 to begin the actual acquisition of rights-of-way and 
so forth, I do not think it expresses a very firm de ermination on the 
part of the State of California to proceed with this plan, and to do so 


without delay. 
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Senator Kucuex:. With respect to the recommendations of the 
President’s Committee, I do not want to prolong the hearing, but 
it is true that in the 83d Congress we had legislation to provide for 
free loans to irrigation districts. That was objected to in the last 
day of the legislative session, and it went right down the sewer. 

Again last year we adopted a small-projects bill, and the admin- 
istration said that it would not permit any loans to be made even in 
those relatively minor amounts unless the title to the works passed 
to the Federal Government by way of an encumbrance, say, a guar- 
anty of repayment, plus a number of other restrictions that this 
administration requested; and today we still have, in a conference 
committee which has not been able to agree so far, legislation which 
was approved last year to provide for loans. 

So that, as I say, I think that the adoption by the Congress of a 
policy of interest-free loans is no mean feat. 

Mr. Leonarp. My personal opinion is that I am quite ready to agree 
with you, Senator. 

Let me make my position clear to this degree. I am saying that 
we are not coming back here in the position of asking for these funds, 
We are simply saying that should the Congress adopt a policy where 
these funds under those terms would be available to the States, then 
we feel that we would be justified in asking that funds of that type 
be included. 

But I am saying that as long as those funds are not available, and 
as long as we are concerned with the matter of time, then I feel that 
in the interests of the people of California, we should not ask for 
Federal reclamation funds, but the State of California should under- 
take this project by itself, subject to asking for the nonreimbursable 
items, which I think historically has been done in the past. 

Senator Kucuet. Not only not ask for them but, if I understand it, 
oppose the Federal Government’s participation. Other than, as you 
say, if the Congress were to adopt this new theory. 

Mr. Leonarp. That is correct. You have asked several witnesses 
why they oppose the State engineer’s program. Our position is this. 
We opposed the State engineer’s program again on two basic prin- 
ciples. We are trying to look at this thing as a practical matter. 
We are opposing it because under the State engineer’s program we 
are not in favor, No. 1, of passing this legislation through the Con- 
gress, and then attempting to negotiate all of the terms and condi- 
tions of a contract. And the reason we are not leads me to my second 
basic conclusion. Because it is going to take too long, not only to carry 
out that phase of it but to acquire the necessary “appropriations to 
complete this pr ojec t in time. 

Now, maybe the State of California cannot do this. But certainly 
the people of California are faced with two alternatives. You might 
say they are between the devil and the deep blue sea. They need water. 
They must have it. We know as a practical matter that the obtaining 
of sufficient funds to build this project by 1961 presents certain prac- 
tical difficulties as far as obtaining the money from Congress. Then 
the State of California must assume that responsibility themselves, 
if they are to be of benefit to the people of that State. 

Senator Kucnen. Thank you very much, sir. 

I believe Mr. Peterson is the next witness. 
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STATEMENT OF WILLIAM S. PETERSON, GENERAL MANAGER AND 
CHIEF ENGINEER, DEPARTMENT OF WATER AND POWER OF THE 
CITY OF LOS ANGELES 


Mr. Pererson. Mr. Chairman, I am William 8. Peterson. I am 
the general manager and chief engineer for the Department of Water 
and Power of the City of Los Angeles. 

1 am very much in the same position as Mr. Morris. We both came 
back here anticipating to have testimony carried by as few people as 
possible. Buta remark made by your chairman, Clinton Anderson, in 
me thinking and set me to work yesterday, and I have in process of 
preparation a statement, the typing part, but it is not ready at this 
time. 

I wil offer a few remarks on the important points and beg leave 
to file the statement with your office here later in the day. 

Senator Kucuen. It will be received. 

(The prepared statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM S. PETERSON, DEPARTMENT OF WATER AND POWER, CITY 
or Los ANGELES 


My name is William 8. Peterson. For over 33 years I have been employed 
with the Department of Water and Power of the City of Los Angeles. Since 
October 1, 1955, on the retirement of Mr. Samuel B. Morris, I advanced to the 
position of general manager and chief engineer. 

Because of the large size of the delegation present from southern California, 
t was not our original intent in the department of water and power to give 
personal testimony but events and statements given before your committee 
prompt my appearance to clarify our position on the subject matter of the bill 
before you for consideration. 

From information given in reports and pamphlets on the California water 
plan, which have been made available to your committee, it will be evident 
that the total water supply of California is estimated to be: 

Acre-feet 
Stream runoff______- “ - ees : ee Be: 70, 850, 000 
From Colorado River ca ; be pai eed 5, 362, 000 


Total scinsiaieieaiiieninl . ee a : 76, 212, 006 


Although southern California has slightly over one-half the population of Cali- 
fornia it only has 2 percent of the runoff of the streams. Through direct diver- 
sion and pumping of the underground basins of these streams, a large portion 
of the 1,400,000 acre-feet of flow is conserved. Essentially only the flash floods 
and sewage is discharged to the ocean. 

One of the early movements of water from north to south to meet this problem 
of water scarcity was to construct the Los Angeles aqueduct from the Owens 
Valley to Los Angeles. This water supply was provided by purchase of lands 
and their water rights. Another, of course, was the development of the aqueduct 
from the Colorado River by the Metropolitan Water District to supply southern 
California. 

In these projects the area has issued its own bonds to make the development. 
Where the Hoover Dam was involved, the costs advanced by the Federal Gov- 
ernment are béing returned with interest through revenues from power and 
domestic water. Southern California asks for no subsidy for its domestic and 
industrial water supply. 

The demands for Metropolitan Water District are growing so fast that the 
district now plans to complete all of its siphons, pipes and pumps to bring the 
aqueduct to its full capacity within 5 years. Only a few years after that it will 
be anticipated that water equal to the full capacity will be delivered and other 
sources of water supply must be available. 

f This field of municipal water supply is one in which the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion has had very little direct interest. It is therefore apt to be the case that they 
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might develop irrigation projects with little warning that they may be encroach- 
ing on projects at least equally necessary for domestic water supply. Such is 
a possibility in the San Luis project. 

Since World War II, the State of California has again made study of its 
water problems. At a cost of approximately $8 million for surveys and studies, 
it has developed the previously mentioned California water plan under which 
all parts of California may ultimately receive adequate water supply to accom- 
modate an ultimate population of 40 million together with providing for 20 
million acres of irrigated land, thus making use of 51 million acre-feet. This 
plan seeks to develop its water resources for all uses including domestic and 
industrial, irrigation, flood control, navigation, power, recreation, fish and 
wildlife, and sanitation. 

Under this plan the areas of origin are to be protected by provision of adequate 
water for their future needs and a system of water conveyance set up, whereby 
about 283 million acre-feet of water may be moved southerly to meet the needs 
of redistribution throughout the State. 

This plan is a great conception. The plan is so big, the problems so numerous 
and so extensive and the need for overall coordination so important, that it 
cannot be taken care of by any city, group of cities, districts or regions, although 
each is important in handling the local supply on its being made available. The 
projects in this plan cannot be occasional projects developed as a result of the 
urge of a given area but the whole program must be operated from a utility 
supply viewpoint with the responsibility resting with the State for the proper 
amounts of water being at the proper place on time. The Federal administration 
with respect to electric power matters has said the Federal Government cannot 
assume this type of responsibility. Undoubtedly the same is true with respect 
to water. Clearly it is the responsibility of the State. 

The Feather River project, spreading 600 miles, is the first unit of this com- 
prehensive plan, providing benefits of flood control, irrigation, recreation, fish 
and wildlife, and power in the headwaters area and adjacent flood plain; domes- 
tic, industrial, and irrigation water supply in Alameda, Santa Clara, and San 
Benito Counties; irrigation along nearly the entire length of the west side of 
the San Joaquin Valley and continuing on to southern California with water 
mainly for domestic and industrial use in 7 counties but with some small areas 
anticipating irrigation use. 

The San Luis Reservoir is a vital key unit on this long aqueduct system so 
necessary to the economy of California. To us in southern California this reser- 
voir is necessary to regulate, that is equalize, the flow so that water can be 
transmitted the long distance with the utmost economy. Also, this reservoir 
must not only serve the San Luis unit in Fresno County with small portions in 
Kings and Merced Counties immediately, to overcome the difficulties of a deep 
receding water table but it must have the added second million acre-feet of 
capacity to serve the equally severe needs of farms in Fresno, Kings, and Kern 
Counties farther south in the same valley, and regulate the remaining substan- 
tial flow to southern California. This is not just a 1,200,000 acre-foot project 
for a section of the valley but is at least a 3,880,000 acre-foot project heavily 
dependent on the inclusion of the San Luis Reservoir for its successful and 
economical operation. To understand the timing and amount of the need of 
southern California for water let me recall to you that the Colorado River 
aqueduct was conceived in 1923, and surveys were undertaken. The Metro- 
politan Water District was formed in 1928; $220 million worth of bonds voted 
in 1931: construction completed in 1941. In 13 years, 1954, 300,000 acre-feet 
per year, one-fourth of the aqueduct capacity, was being used. At that time 
the underground overdraft was estimated at the same amount. If the con- 
sumers had purchased water to avoid the overdraft, one-half of the aqueduct 
capacity would have been called for. At the same rate of use it can be seen that 
we should plan to have additional supplies as early as 1968. Others may change 
this figure by a few years but few say later than 1974. The magnitude of the 
project and the time required to build the long stretches of aqueduct prompt 
immediate decisions so that the work of planning and building can be underway. 

This job and others like it must be planned and coordinated by the State. 
Other organizations have started from scratch and developed organizations to 
do similar work. So may our own State wit its new setup of organizations 
by recent legislation for this express purpose. The bills which are before us 
for discussion contemplate Federal aid for this great project through Federal 
construction of a small but very important portion of the project. In money 
value the San Luis unit comprises about one-seventh of the total Feather River 





SAN LUIS (CALIFORNIA) IRRIGATION DEVELOPMENT 297 


project. Integration of the project with the Central Valley project is being 
talked of and integration with the Feather River project is being talked of. Our 
coneern is that in getting aid through “integration” we actually get “disintegra- 
ion” and lose the key reservoir to the enterprise. This is a startling state- 
ment; let me lay the basis for it. 

The fundamental studies available to your committees relative to these proj- 
ects are (1) a report by the Department of Interior, Bureau of Reclamation, on 
the San Luis unit, Central Valley project, dated May 1955; (2) a report by 

e State of California entitled “A Program for Financing and Constructing 

e Feather River Project”: (8) a report requested by the California State 
Legislature which report is known as the Bechtel report and is an independent 

view of the State report; and (4) a report by the State of California entitled 

Views and Recommendations of State of California on Proposed Report of 
Department of Interior on San Luis Unit, Central Valley Project, California.” 
hese reports represent earnest and competent study but with different objectives 
in view. 

In southern California, as indicated in the testimony by Mayor Poulson, of 
Los Angeles, we are concerned because the Department of Interior is consider- 

g plans whereby the full 2 million acre-feet of capacity of the San Luis Reser- 
oir is to be used for San Joaquin Valley irrigation. He cited a recent annual 
report on the Central Valley project on this, directing your attention to a quo- 
tation from page 27. 

In my review of the Department of Interior’s San Luis report, I find the same 

ew substantiated in several places. On page 63 in describing the features of 
the San Luis Dam and Reservoir it says: “For the ultimate development of the 
San Joaquin Valley, additional west side storage capacity would be required. 
\t that time it would be possible to increase the storage in the San Luis Reser- 
voir to 2 million acre-feet. The embankment zones therefore would be arranged 
to facilitate the raising of the fill at some future date to provide a reservoir with 
a larger capacity.” 

On page 153 in referring to the Feather River project report of the State of 
California it says: “The Feather River plan presented in the February 1955 
report includes * * * a large reservoir on San Luis Creek for irrigation use 

* *” This limited function of the reservoir was stated despite adequate infor- 
uation in the report that this reservoir was to provide 2,500 second-feet of con- 
tinuous flow for 1,800,000 acre-feet to be transmitted to southern California 
primarily for domestic and industrial purposes. 

On page 155 with regard to the Federal Government’s San Luis plan the follow- 
ng is stated: “A second construction stage would be required to enlarge and 
extend the canal to meet Avenal Gap demands and additional stages would be 
required to adapt the canal to service to southern California.” This obviously 
puts a load on the San Luis Reservoir not coutemplated by the Feather River 
project and might have serious consequences on the delivery of the proper 
quantity and force other means, presumably less desirable, to meet the situation. 

Finally on page 157 the following statements are made: “Thus it appears 
that the import requirements per acre will be greater for the Avenal Gap unit 
than for the San Luis unit. On this basis the total annual Avenal Gap import 
requirement probably will be 1,500,000 acre-feet or more under conditions of 
full development. 

“This water could be provided through repetition of the San Luis operating 
principle. The winter surpluses in the delta could be pumped through an 
enlarged Delta-Mendota Canal (or a second canal adjacent to the Delta-Men- 
dota) into the San Luis Canal and thence in the potential Avenal Gap Reser- 
voir. In addition to Delta-Mendota Canal, the lower reaches of the San Luis 
Canal and the San Luis Reservoir would require enlarging. Or the area might 
be served by the Feather River aqueduct.” With 1,500,000 acre-feet being so 
handled what becomes of the 1,800,000 acre-feet to southern California to be 
handled through the same facilities? 

I believe we can now understand why there has been so much urgency to 
have the Federal Government to construct as its means of giving aid. This 
indeed poses a problem of integration that may lead to disintegration as far 
as the supply to southern California is concerned. This is why we are urging 
Federal aid through a grant of funds as is proposed for flood control on the 
Oroville Dam project under the Engle bill or as funds are granted for other 
assistance to local projects such as roads or schools without having the Federal 
Government construct the local facility. 
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Leaving this most pertinent phase of integration and discussing the problem 
in its more general aspect we find that the recommendations of the regional] 
director, adopted by the Commissioner of Reclamation set the pattern for the 
discussion of the Federal San Luis report by the State of California prepared 
by Mr. H. O. Banks. The regional director refers to the San Luis unit as being 
constructed, operated, and maintained by the Bureau of Reclamation as an in 
tegral part of the Central Valley project or in lieu thereof, that the San Luis 
unit be constructed by the Bureau of Reclamation and “upon agreement between 
the Secretary of the Interior and the State of California and with the approval 
of the Congress be operated and maintained by the State of California as an 
integral part of the proposed Feather River project.” It thus appears that 
legislation such as the Sisk bill (H. R. 10915) which indicates the unit as a part 
of the Central Valley project is in line with tbe first conception and gives little 
opportunity for true integration which must be with the project operating 
as a part of the Feather River project. 

lt becomes evident from a detailed study of the California report on the De- 
partment of Interior report that, as a part of the Central Valley project the first 
half of the San Luis Reservoir would remain a part of the Central Valley system. 
On the other hand, in the proposal for integration with the Feather River project, 
the State report shows direct payments to the Government with ultimate owner- 
ship to be achieved by the State. The bills under consideration are not drawn 
on this basis. 

In this California report mention is made of difficulties of negotiation and 
contract. The Governor of California indirectly mentioned the same. I share 
their belief and can agree that determination of construction and design fea- 
tures, operating and maintenance features, and financial features can easily 
delay the project and add to the administrative difficulties. 

The measure of these difficulties and the program under which money could 
be made available is shown in the four detail analysis sheets at the end of the 
California report. Reference to them will show the 4-year earlier delivery of 
water to San Joaquin Vailey areas and hence revenues therefor, for financial 
analysis No. 4, as compared with the other three analyses on an integrated 
basis. 

From these same studies it is also clear that as long as we can be assured 
that the San Luis unit will remain dedicated to the services proposed in the 
Feather River project the costs will not be materially different to southern Cali- 
fornia whether integrated with the Feather River project or done fully by the 
State. However, in the interests of more immediate service to distressed com- 
munities we are for simplifying the procedures and request Federal grants 
instead of construction and integration. 

It is our position that with respect to the non-reimbursable expenses, the 
grants should rest on the derived values and not be omitted because California 
may be in good financial condition. Also hedp by interest free financial support 
for irrigation will bring just as much or more taxable wealth in California as in 
other States and in fairness to the State should be done. The amount of this 
grant should be strictly limited to the portion of construction costs that can be 
allocated to irrigation and should be determined by those estimating the project. 
In approximation it is, in the ultimate, something greater than the construction 
cost of the first stage of the San Luis project. 

Although only a small part of the first stage of construction of the San Luis 
project, $6 million is allocated to domestic and industrial water a very sub- 
stantial portion of the second stage construction would be for that purpose. 

In conciusion, Il am against the bills S. 178 and H. R. 10915 in their present 
form. Iam against Government construction and resulting need for integration, 
and I am for State construction with Federal Government grants in aid for 
nonreimbursables and loans to be repaid without interest for irrigation features 
and loans for utility power service or domestic and industrial water supply, if 
there should be such, to be repaid with interest. 


Mr. Prrerson. The points that I want to make, and particularly 
the things that Mr. Anderson said, are these: First of all, you have 
available to you many long reports, but in common with the rest of us 
you do not get time to read the reports. You are fortunate if you 
deal with the recommendations. Sometimes you may even read the 
conclusions, but the body of the report very seldom. 
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The point that I want to develop just a little bit here—and T will 
be brief—is that point made very briefly by Mayor Poulson, where 
he indicated the threat of the Avenal Gap project as requiring the 
remaining or second half of the capacity of the San Luis Reservoir. 


Now, until I investigated yesterday, I though that that reference 
probably was only in the annual Central Valley report. But on more 
complete review, I find that it is referred to several times in the pro- 
posed report by the Bureau of Reclamation on the San Luis unit. 

It might be worth while to indicate that this is a true situation of 
definite planning, by referring to the above report—I won’t refer to 
all the references I have on this, but I will read one from page 157. 


Thus it appears that the import requirements per acre will be greater for the 
Avenal Gap unit than for the San Luis unit. On this basis the total annual 
Avenal Gap import requirement probably will be 1,500,000 acre-feet or more 
under conditions of full development. 

This water could be provided through repetition of the San Luis operating 

principle. The winter surpluses in the delta could be pumped through an 
enlarged Delta-Mendota Canal (or a second canal adjacent to the Delta- 
Mendota) into the San Luis Canal, and thence into the potential Avenal Gap 
Reservoir. In addition to the Delta-Mendota Canal, the lower reaches of the 
San Luis Canal and the San Luis Reservoir would require enlarging or, the 
urea might be served by the Feather River aqueduct. 
Now, that one gives me real concern. It gives me concern, because 
it puts the load of water supply of 1,500,000 acre-feet under this proj- 
ect, which directly conflicts with the 1,800,000 acre-feet destined for 
southern California. 

If, through any process of integration, that unit, the Avenal Gap 
unit, comes into the picture so as to subtract water from our area, 
then I will say that integration has resulted in disintegration. 
Because we cannot live with that. 

Now, I call the attention of your committee to that possibility. You 
won’t find it in the conclusions; you won’t find it in the recommenda- 
tions. You have to find it on such pages as 157 of the report, which 
the committee will not normally read. 

So much for that point. 

Senator Kucurn. May I interrupt you? 

Mr. Pererson. Yes. 

Senator Kucne.. Mr. Peterson, in the development of the Feather 
River project, can you state, if you are acquainted with it, what it 
encompasses, for the people of Kern County in additional water 
supply ¢ 

Mr. Pererson. Yes. I think the easiest way is to quote from page 
23 of the Program for Financing and Constructing the Feather Kiver 
Project. On that page are given the water supplies which would be 
developed at the different areas of export. 

Senator Kucue.t. What page is that? 

Mr. Prererson. Page 23. 

Senator Kucuen. Would you identify it ? 

Mr. Pererson. This is California’s Report on the Feather River 
Project. 

Now, I am reading part (c) of the paragraph headed “San Luis 
Reservoir and Feather River Project Aqueduct.” 

An annual irrigation supply of 840,000 acre-feet, measured at points of de- 
livery along the Feather River project aqueduct for use on croplands of western 
Kings and Kern Counties, based upon a continuous delivery during the months 
from January through October. 


7R891—56——_20 
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Senator Kucne.. Do we have there one of the cleavages between the 
Bureau theory of available water and the State’s? Are we contrast- 
ing 840,000 acre-feet under the State plan with, as you have indicated, 
1,500,000 acre-feet under an Avenal Gap Federal construction ? 

Mr. Pererson. Well, there may be a cleavage. In my mind the 
justification for this being included in the State Feather River project 
is that this is used for existing farms, to supplement their water 
supply; these people in Kern County and the adjacent portion of 
Kings being in the same condition as the people of Fresno County, as 
has been indicated in previous testimony. 

Sen: itor Kucuet. This is the State pl: in you are talking about? 

Mr. Pererson. The State plan, yes, sir. And that service men- 
tioned here is for existing farms. 

The service proposed in ‘the Avenal Gap, if I understood correctly— 
and I think this is right—is largely new land. It is not land that 
is now under cultivation. 

Senator Kucuet. I suppose that basically it should be possible for 
water engineers to compute the available additional and exportable 
waters all within the State of California on the assumption, let us say, 
of a population of 40 million. And if that assumption could be in- 
dulged in, then some fair allocation under the State plan—for each 
area, from San Diego to Alameda—would that not be posible? 

Mr. Pererson. I would say in the ultimate picture the State will 
take care of all the areas that have reason to be taken care of. The 
Avenal Gap area may be one of them. But my point is this, that the 
first project the State has brought up has certain definite objectives. 
And I do not like to face the fact, or the possibility rather than the 
fact, that this use will be diverted and changed and deprive this aque- 
duct, which needs a very positive regulation to smooth out its flow, so 
that it is the minimum aqueduct for ‘the most delivery of water, to the 
south. I am concerned that this reservoir site be held in part for that 
service, and not dedicated to any other service. 

Senator Kucuer. You speak now particularly about San Luis? 

Mr. Perrrson. San Luis, yes. 

Senator Kucner. Although I assume that under the feather River 
plan a part of the water in San Luis would be available to the people 
in the immediate environs of San Joaquin County. 

Mr. Prrerson. Oh, yes. That same reference on page 23 of the 
the State report shows the complete use of 3,889,000 acre-feet of 
water. 

Senator Kucuer. From San Luis Reservoir. 

Mr. Pererson. From San Luis Reservoir. 

Senator Kucnen. Under the State plan. 

Mr. Peterson. Under the State plan, yes. 

Senator Kucwen. And that could be allocated. Are those figures 
available there, Mr. Peterson, so that the record would indicate what 
the State plans are by way of allocation ? 

Mr. Pererson. Yes. I will abbreviate them rather than read the 
full language. 

The first one, marked (a) is Supply of irrigation, municipal and 
industrial water of about 240,000 acre-feet to be delivered to water- 
deficient areas in Alameda, Santa Clara, and San Benito Counties. 

(b) A supply of 1 million acre-feet measured at points of delivery for 
use of croplands of western Fresno County. 
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This is very similar to the same project proposed by the Bureau of 
Reclamation. 

Senator Kucnen. Acre-footwise ? 

Mr. Pererson. A little different. 

(c) 840,000 acre-feet—the one I mentioned—for croplands on west- 
rn Kings and Kern Counties. And finally, (d) 1,800,000 acre-feet 
for use in the cities and on croplands located in southern California. 

The cropland part of that I might volunteer will be relatively 
mall, because the price will be high. It will be largely domestic 
and industrial water. 

Senator Kucnen. The 1,800,000 of exported water under the State 
plan into southern California would be, as you say, domestic and in- 
justrial in the main ? 

Mr. Pererson. Yes. 

Senator Kucuen. Now, again, that is the State’s plan? 

Mr. Pererson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kucnen. And the State officer responsible for that plan 
as made this recommendation for Federal construction of the San 
[wis dam. 

Your apprehension in that part of his recommendation, I take it, 

that if there were Federal participation in the Saa Luis Dam, 
those suggested allocations of water by the State would be impossi- 
ble to comply with. Is that about your thinking? 

Mr. Pererson. What I fear—lI think we mean the same thing— 
is that when we get down to the negotiations for the construction, 
he plans, the operation, of San Luis, even on the best assumption, 
that is, that it is integrated with the Feather River project, then in 
such a negotiation with the Bureau of Reclamation having rather 
lefinite plans for serving the Avenal Gap unit, somehow or other 
that unit will get into the picture and make a very difficult point 
to get over. 

Now, I notice that Mr. Banks, in his preparation of the State’s 
report on the report, if I may use that language, makes no reference 
to the Avenal Gap unit. I have not talked with him about this. I 
con’t know whether he senses the same thing I do. His time for this 
work was short. Whether he happened to spot the point or did not, 
[ don’t know. 

I think I will make an inquiry of him the first time I get oppor- 
tunity. He did have some knowledge, I think, of the report that the 
mayor made reference to, the annual report of the Central Valley 
project. 

But I think I am more alarmed when I see the Avenal unit men- 
tioned in the form it is in in the Bureau of Reclamation report. 

Senator Kucnet. His statement, if I recall it—I tried to recall it 
the other day—was that under his recommendations, if they were 
to be carried out, the first available waters under the Feather River 
project would be in the Kern ‘ounty area. 

Now, he did not enlarge, though, on that statement. 

Mr. Pererson. The thing that I found most informative on that 
is to use his financial analysis No. 4, in the report on the views and 
recommendations of California on the proposed report of the De- 
partment of Interior on the San Luis unit, Central Valley project, 
California. And in that I find that in the data given for the year 
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1961 he shows revenues from the Fresno, Kings, and northern Kern 
County areas, the southern Kern County area, and the Alameda, Santa 
Clara, and San Benito County areas. 

Now, if 1 may refer in the same way 

Senator Kucuen. What conclusion Ac you draw from that state- 
ment ¢ 

Mr. Prererson. Let me read the next one, and then I will draw the 
conclusion. 

In his financial analysis No. 1 or 2, where the San Luis project is 
integrated with and becomes a part of, really, the Central Valley proj- 
ect—because the State never buys it as suc h—the first delivery there 
for the Alameda and Santa Clara Counties is the same as before, 
in the year 1961, but the deliveries to Kings and northern Kern County 
areas and the southern Kern County area both occur in 1965. 

Now, the conclusion to draw from that, the obvious one, is that in his 
engineering and economic judgment on these two ways of doing it the 
one involving integration with the Central Valley project, for some 
reason—and I won’t try to give his reasons, he should do that—will 
cause delivery to be 4 years later. 

Senator Kucnet. Are we now agreed, however, that he has dis- 
carded analyses 1, 2, and 4, and makes his recommendations on analysis 
of 

Mr. Prrrrson. I would not call it a discard. I would say that 
under the conditions that exist in our State, there should be fairly 
equal consideration of 3 and 4; if modified for Federal grants. It 1s 
true he had to finally make a choice. But if you will read the entire 
report you won’t find that it is an unqualified endorsement of the No. 
8 analysis, as many difficulties are pointed out. 

To my way of thinking, there are many qualifications that could 
turn the thing in favor of No. 4, particularly if Federal grants for 
nonreimbursables and non-interest-bearing loans for irrigation were 
possible. 

The State wants Government aid. And Government aid to the Gov- 
ernor and to the Engineer’s Office meant only aid through construc- 
tion. I have a different thought—and many others of us in southern 
California share the belief—that that aid can come, as has been men- 
tioned here by many others before me, through flood-ccntrol allotments, 
such as Congressman Engle contemplates in his bill. 

Or let us talk in terms of aid to local areas for roads, highways, and 
schools. The Government does not insist on constructing those things. 
It gives them aid, but the construction is carried on by local people 
who are close to the conditions. 

Now: I do not believe that Mr. Banks felt sufficiently certain of that 
method of financing to recommend it. My letter of January 27, 1956, 
to him indicated this approach, through the report of the President’s 
Committee that has been mentioned, the Cabinet Committee. But I 
believe he took the viewpoint, must have taken the viewpoint, that 
maybe that type of financing is one that the Congress may not be quite 
ready for yet. And so he had to cut his cloth to fit the conditions. 
That is what I meant. 

Senator Kucner. We have got this problem right before us in this 
Congress. You are acquainted with it more than I am, Goodrich. 
We had started then in the 83d C ongress with two attempts to provide 
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for Federal assistance to local irrigation districts in the construction 
of surface distribution systems. My colleague and I were most inter- 
ested in that legislation. 

There are a number of districts, great and small, in California, which 
would benefit from it. One of them is available for administrative 
assistance by the Federal Government, but under a rather harsh, I 
think, series of requirements that the executive branch of this Gov- 
ernment has laid down. And when I say “executive branch,” I mean 
the President of the United States, the Department of Justice, et 
cetera. 

Now, the second one which passed the Senate last year, has been 
held up these many months in a conference committee. And what if 
anything comes out of that theory of making loans to projects, I don’t 
know. It may be that we will lose. We lost on the last di: ay of the 83d 
Congress. We had a bill to permit interest-free loans under certain 

circumstances. I voted for it here. It was objected to on the last day 
of the. ‘alendar, and it went down the drain. 

So, as I say, in talking about a series of recommendations by a group 
of public-spirited people, that is still a little different from what we 
find in operation in the executive branch downtown. 

Mr. Prrerson. Now, what I would request the committee to do in 
trying to penetrate the real meaning of this report: This is a short 
report, and I do request that you read more than the recommendations, 
even more than the conclusions, 

Senator Kucuen. I am glad to tell you I have read this word for 
word, from cover to cover. 

Mr. Peterson. I know you would have, But I mean that the entire 
committee should regard that as an important statement in its com- 
pleteness, because there are little niceties of language in there that 
point the way. They meant muchtome. They will mean much to the 
committee. I can’t say more than that, without probably going be- 
yond what I should in trving to interpret another man’s language. 

Senator Kucuet, Well, I appreciate your statement very much, Mr. 
Peterson. And if you can have Mr. Tappan receive some time today, 
your statement—it will appear as part of the record. 

Mr. Pererson. Thank you very much. 

Senator Kucuen. Is there anyone else here who would like to 
testify ? 


STATEMENT OF KENNETH M. WEGIS, FARMER, KERN COUNTY, 
AND PRESIDENT, KERN COUNTY FARM BUREAU 


Mr. Wreais. I have a statement to present, Mr. Chairman. 

I am Kenneth M. Wegis, farmer, Kern County, president of the 
Kern County Farm Bureau, and officer and director of the Water 
Association of Kern County. 

Gentlemen, I am a farmer and, with my father and brother, farm 
1,700 irrigated, cultivated acres in Kern County. 

The testimony I will present will be from a ‘farmer’s point of view 
and, I believe, i8 representative of farmers of Kern County. 

Much of our county to be served by the Feather River project is 
in much the same situation in its dire need for water as the western 
part of Fresno County, and as such needs water yesterday. 
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Consequently, in viewing any projects we look at them from thi 
aspect: (1) Will it bring water to Kern County? and (2) How soon? 
Also, amas soon will it serve our State, for we want our State to grow 

The Feather River project is the only answer we see, not only to 
Kern County’s problem, but also to all the rest of the State’s. 

In this connection the San Luis Reservoir is the great balancing 
reservoir in the movement of water from the north to the south and 
thus the heart of the project. 

To take the control of this vital reservoir out of State hands is 
to put the operation of the whole Feather River project system in 
jeopardy. 

Second was the question of timing. The project cannot be built 
quickly enough to satisfy our needs. So any unnecessary delays will 
be extremely disastrous for our economy. 

Evidence of the history of Federal appropriations for reclamation 
projects in California shows they have been at an average annual rate 
of $20 million to $30 million. 

With the list of uncompleted Reclamation Bureau projects in 
California already authorized, totaling approximately $400 million, 
of which about $350 million is still to be appropriated, it is obvious 
that the proposed federally built San Luis unit would be disas- 
trously long in its construction. In the meantime, the whole Feather 
River project would be held up as far as water deliveries are con 
cerned to areas of need, and this means the Westlands and our area. 

Now as to the other side of the picture. That is whether the State 
could finance the project on its own. The State engineer’s report 
on the construction and financial feasibility of the Feather River 
project, issued in February 1955, fully stated a financing plan whereby 
the State could handle the job in its entirety. This report was later 
substantiated by the Bechtel Corp. in its analysis of the State’s 
report. 

Why a State which annually spends $300 million on State high- 
ways lone, $750 million on schools, has a State budget of about 
$1,800 million, looks forward to about $214 billion from offshore-oil 
income within the next 20 years or so, and has annual farm income 
of over $2% billion can’t assume responsibility for the development of 
its own water resources to best advantage for all its people and agri- 
culture by putting up some capital a is a complete mystery to 
the farmers of Kern County, and we are also interested in paying our 
fair share of the bill when the Feather ‘Biter project gets underway. 
Here you have the reasons why we in Kern County take this position. 

Senator Kcucne.. Your comments are to the effect that, speaking 
for your organization, you are for the plan developed by the State 
government, except that you oppose the recommendations of the State 
engineer for any Federal assistance in the construction of any part 
of the project ? 

Mr. Wests. Well, in this particular instance I think yes, except 
maybe as a few flood-control features might be concerned with the 
Oroville Dam. 

I would like to say that we think the Bureau of Reclamation has 
certainly done a good job, an outstanding job, in the Central Valley 
project, and we feel that with the Trinity project as authorized to 
be completed—and I think there is need for more works on the east 
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side of the valley in the present Central Valley project picture— 
certainly the Bureau of Reclamation should go ahead with its pro- 
gram and maybe more complete development there. 

Senator Kucner. Except for the so-called San Luis Dam site. 

Mr. Weats. Yes. And let the State put its energies in on this side 
of the valley with this one particular project. In that manner I 
think we will eventually get the complete water picture as far as 
California is concerned. 

Senator Kucnue.. And, of course, you and I as Californians have 
got to remember the plight of the southern California people of San 
Diego, as so intelligently described by Mr. Kerrigan, which forms 
a part of this whole thing. 

Mr. Wrceis. It is all one complete picture. We can’t really segregate 
out one part from another. It is all tied together. 

Mr. Linewravrr. Mr. Chairman, when Mr. Banks left on Friday 
he called attention to this point, which I think should be in the record, 
that the status of the Feather River project depended on legislative 
action by the California Legislature next January. 

Senator Kucuet. That 1s correct; plus, I take it, a subsequent 
decision by the people. 

Mr. Linewraver. On the bond issue, yes. 

Mr. Weats. Well, I feel that I have confidence in the people of 
California to accept that responsibility, to authorize such a bond 
issue. And with the possibility of this tidelands oil money—plus I 
think it would also take an annual appropriation from the general 
fund of the State of something like $9 million or something to that 
effect—the State is capable of handling it from that basis. Of course, 
as I say, we are interested in time. And the State engineer’s report 
of February 1955 stated if the appropriations came through in the 
proper manner we could have water in Kern County as early as 1961; 
that it was feasible, engineeringwise, to do that. Of course, that looks 
very attractive to us, because we are also in the same position as 
Fresno County. We need water badly. And like I said before, we 
just feel that we are a part of this whole picture; that the whole State 
actually has a water problem, and we see this as a solution to that 
water problem. 

Senator Kucuen. All right, sir. Thank you very much. 

Is there anyone else present who desires to testify ? 


FURTHER STATEMENT OF CHARLES T. KALJIAN, PRESIDENT OF 
THE SAN LUIS WATER DISTRICT, LOS BANOS, CALIF. 


Mr. Kargtan. I am Charles T. Kaljian, president of the San Luis 
Water District, of Los Banos, Calif. 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, on Friday when this hearing started, 
my testimony, along with most of the other men who came with me, 
was filed unread. But I have several things here today that I would 
like to present and bring to your attention, that I think perhaps would 
be enlightening and may help us a little bit in solving this problem. 

Some of the people that I have been working with on this San Luis 
project have been working for over 15 years. I have been interested 
in the project for 8 or 10 years and have been working very hard on 
it in the last 5 or 6 years. 
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It is needless to say that when we sat here and listened to the testi- 
mony that has come up, we were astounded, surprised, and even 
dumfounded. For when we started work on this project we were 
asking for a million or so acre-feet of water that was running out 
into San Francisco Bay during the wintertime, when nobody else 
could use it, when nobody else could hold it, when nobody else wanted 
it. The power would be available from the off-season power from 
Shasta to do the pumping, and we thought we had a project that 
would be of great benefit to our State, and we saw absolutely no 
reason to expect objections from anyone. 

For a number of years we tried to get interest throughout the State. 
We tried to get help from various sections of the State to help us with 
our project. And I am sorry to say that the only people we got help 
from were the Bureau of Reclamation. And they have been a lot of 
help to us in helping us to work out the thing as we have it up here 
to date. 

Our San Luis district at the present time uses some water from the 
Delta-Mendota Canal. The rest of our district will have to wait until 
the San Luis has been built. 

We realize that the people of Kern County are in dire need of water. 
And I have here a copy of a newspaper that was printed in Kern 
County, in Bakersfield, January 17, 1950. 

The Kern County Chamber of Commerce, through their water com- 
mittee, sent a letter to us at Los Banos, asking us to come to Bakers- 
field to attend a water meeting. 

We went there, and they asked us to explain our San Luis project. 
Our chief engineer, Howard Stoddard, and myself, went down repre- 
senting the San Luis Water District. Mr. Rodner and his crew went 
down representing the Bureau of Reclamation. We met with the 
peop'e of Kern County and went into a lot of detail on the forming of 
districts and what we expected to do with the San Luis. And at that 
time there was a lot of interest from the people of Kern County and 
Bakersfield from that whole area. 

It was brought out at that time that this whole plan was just in the 
talking stages. It was not in the blueprint stages. And if Kern 
County could get busy, they could get some action and have this canal 
extended and taken down into their area, to be served along with our 
lands on the west side. At that time the capacity of the reservoir was 
approximately 800,000 acre-feet. 

They appointed some committees, and they set February 6 as the 
date of the first meeting in Kern County to get the people started on 
getting into this work. I don’t know if they held that meeting, but 
we heard nothing from Kern County until we were ready to go on our 
project recently. Evidently during the 6 years from 1950 until now, 
they did nothing about it. We were in dire need of water at that time, 
and we are in a worse position now. 

I think that Pat Kelly said Saturday, when he testified, that the peo- 
ple were complacent. They had some artesian wells that were run- 
ning. They were not farming as much land as they are now, and they 
did not need water. 

But at the time we were starting our work, we were behind. We 
needed water. Our wells were going down. We were pumping from 
approximately 450 feet, and at the present time we are pumping over 
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600. The people in Los Angeles and below the Tahachapis are asking 
us to wait another 12 or 15 years. They say that is not very long. 

We started 15 years ago. If we wait another 15, that is 30 years. 
And we feel that time is running out on us. We have land in our 
area that is going out of produc tion this year because the wells are dry. 

I do not want to take up a lot of time. But, gentlemen, our situa- 
tion is serious. I don’t know why, when we ask for a million acre- 
feet of water, we should be accused now of holding up the whole 
Oroville Dam unit. We are being accused of holding water from 60 
million thirsty people in the Los Angeles area. We are being accused 
of hurting San Diego. And all we wanted was a million-acre-feet of 
surplus water that “nobody else wanted. They would not help us at 
that time, and 1955 was the first indication that former State Engineer 

Edmonston had toward this site. 

We went to Edmonston for help on many occasions, and he said our 
project was not feasible and it should not be built. 

In 1954, he spent some State money and ran an aerial and ground 
survey through the area. He missed the San Luis site. He had no 
designs on it. And it was not until 1955, whe n he came out with his 
second report, that he said that he needed the San Luis site. And if, 
as these people are saying, the San Luis site is the heart of the Feather 
River project, why were they not looking for a heart 5 years ago or 10 
years ago or 15 years ago? The site was there. We tried to get pub- 
licity in the Los Angeles areas. We tried to get help from ‘the Los 
Angeles Chamber of Commerce on our project. But, gentlemen, we 
ran all over the State, and we got help from no one but the Bureau, 
And now, after the Bureau gets us down to a place where we have a 
feasible, workable plan, they come from the far ends of the State and 
want to take the thing away from us as though we are wanting some- 
thing that belongs to somebody else, something that they thought out 
before, and that we are just wanting to use for our own selfish reasons. 

We will gladly use that site jointly with anybody. We know what 
water means. And we are happy to work with the people. But we 
see no reason why we have to be denied a chance to get some water 
onouracreage. Thank you. 

Mr. Lineweaver. Mr. Kaljian, is there any objection—I think you 
stated, but I wanted to bring that out—on the part of your people in 
the Fresno area and the Westlands, or your district, to construction of 
the San Luis Reservoir, with foundations that will permit the ultimate 
development of a reservoir of 2 million or 21% million acre-feet ? 

Mr. Karsian. Mr. Lineweaver, the Feather River people met in 
Los Banos several months ago, and at that time Mr. Leonard ap- 
pointed a committee of 5 from his group to meet with a committee of 
5 from our group to try to iron out our differences. We met in Visalia. 
We went down to Visalia fully prepared to compromise this thing. 
We are not selfish. We have no dog-in-the-manger attitude. We 
took Mr. Dexheimer’s proposal down to those people. 

Senator Kucue.., Which was what? 

Mr. Katsran. Joint use of the reservoir site. Mr. Moore, who is 
here, was on that committee representing them. Mr. Bottorff was 
representing them, and Mr. Rex Goodsell, and several others. We 
offered that proposition to them. They turned it down flat. There 
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was no effort on their part to try to compromise; but we were willing 
to compromise to get water there. 

Mr. Lineweaver. I just wanted to make it clear that these people 
have no objection to the Banks proposal. 

You heard Mr. Banks’ statement ? 

Mr. Kastan. Yes, sir; we did. 

Mr. Lineweaver. And you have no objection to that ¢ 

Mr. Kastan. No objection whatever. We are glad to abide by the 
160-acre limitation. We will do anything to get water. 

Thank you. 

(The material referred to follows:) 


{From the Bakersfield Californian of January 17, 1950] 
County, BurEAU LEADERS SCAN ProposaL To BRING WATER CONDUIT TO WEST Sipe 


Kern County’s chance to put its mouth at the end of 113-mile-long West 
Side Canal to draw water from northern California streams will depend upon 
a second vast development of dams, reservoirs and pumping plants similar to the 
east side of the Central Valley project. 

Bureau of Reclamation officials here Monday at the roundtable of the Kern 
County Chamber of Commerce outlined the entire Central Valley Basin de- 
velopment that will add up to a $4% billion project to be completed in the years 
ahead. Estimates ran all the way from 10 to 30 years of construction work to 
terminate in bringing water to the arid west side of Kern County where the 
few farm developments are surrounded by rolling plains, grazing lands, sage- 
brush and sand, home of many of Kern’s dust storms. 

Jack W. Rodner, district manager of the Tulare Basin district of the United 
States Bureau of Reclamation, said: 

“We must face the facts, unpleasant though they be. One of the most im- 
portant is that Kern County’s west side is as far as it can possibly be from 
the ultimate source of water. It will take individual and collective coordina- 
tion and cooperation such as never has existed before to bring water to the west 
side. 

“ON DRAFTING BOARDS 


“The west side canal and many features of this proposed irrigation and power 
project have not even reached the drafting board stage yet. It will take legis- 
lation, allocation of funds by Congress, a huge public works program, agree- 
ment of methods and agencies, cooperation from the State if we are to achieve 
the desired end of more water for Kern County in any reasonable length of 
time.” 

Ted Thompson, Chief of the Special Studies Division, for the Bureau of Recla- 
mation, outlined the vast Central Valley project. 

“In the first stage of present features of the Central Valley project 500,000 
acres of new land will be supplied with water as well as 500,000 acres under 
cultivation. 

“The second stage includes several new features such as the Folsom Reser- 
voir, Terminus and Success Reservoirs, Isabella Dam, San Luis Reservoir, and 
a reservoir on Feather River at Oroville; and nine powerplants. 

“The Avenal Gap Reservoir is in the third stage of the basin development 
plan. 


“The basin plan is the coordination of all the Central Valley water supplies. 


“CONSERVE WATER 


“It will conserve water that now runs to the sea.” 

He estimated that there are 484,000 acres under cultivation north of Kettle- 
man City, and during 1948, there were 9,500 additional acres being developed 
with possibly more in 1949, although figures were not obtained. This acreage 
now makes 500,000 to 600,000 acre-feet of water overdraft on ground water. 
Except for a slight gain in ground water in northern California, the drop in the 
southern areas has been terrific. From December, 1947, to April, 1948, a 5-month 
period, one grower was forced to drop the pumping level 120 feet. 
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The San Luis Reservoir will provide some 800,000 acre-feet of water storage 
and the canal some 400,000 second-feet of water. He described how water could 
be lifted from the Delta Mendota Canal to the San Luis Reservoir, but said this 
program will require power facilities. 

He said that if all possible facilities were used some 1,400,000 acre-feet of 
water could be brought into the west side. The Tracy pumping plant water 
was destined for west side use. Power will not be forthcoming because of a 
recent ruling of the Federal Power Commission, he said, necessitating bring- 
ing the power for pumping from far northern sections. 


GREAT NEED 


“There is a great need for coordinating the water and power supply of the 
valley if all the acreage is to be served,” the speaker said. 

Harry Riddell, who served as chairman of the first part of the meeting, 
predicted that the Friant-Kern Canal will be extended from White River to 
Poso Creek by next September, but “we must work hard for the second stage 
of the Central Valley project. It has taken 30 years to realize the first part.” 

Supervisor Charles Salzer announced his appointments to the newly formed 
water committee under F. F. Warren, of McFarland, as A. L. Trowbridge and 
Frank R. Stockton. 

In the second half of the meeting under the water committee headed by Mr. 
Warren, another bureau official, Alec G. Nordholm, chief of the water supply 
section, said that such a vast project will require the utmost in cooperation. 
“Under the law, the bureau cannot negotiate with individuals so a district will 
have to be formed. Only the power features to pay the cost makes it economically 
feasible.” 

Charles F. Kiljin, chairman of the Los Banos Water District, explained how 
this district was organized. Supplementary remarks from L. Stoddard, engineer 
for the Chowchilla Water District, were heard. There are some 180,000 acres 
in the Los Banos district. Such districts can assess themselves on an acreage 
basis for preliminary surveys and some plans include general assessments after 
projects are completed, so the landowners pay some of the costs of the benefits 
for underground water although they may not receive surface water for all land. 

A series of meetings will be held under the auspices of the water committee 
on the west side of the county. 

Property owners on the west side will be encouraged to attend these meetings. 
The first will be held Monday evening, February 6, at Taft. 

The meetings will be directed toward arriving at the kind of a district to be 
formed and the agreement of landowners on how to proceed to obtain water for 
the west side. 

The bureau officials emphasized they were not promotion men, but merely 
offering the services of the bureau in working with people that might want water 
from such ‘a project. 

Senator Kucurr., Does any further citizen desire to present a 
statement ? 

The record will remain open the balance of this week for any addi- 
tional written comments that anyone may desire to insert. 

Mr. Kareatn. In this connection, I have a copy of a telegram from 
Mr. Earl A. Moorhead, secretary of the Central Labor Council, of 
Santa Clara County, Calif., which I offer for the record at this point. 

SAN JOSE, CALIF. 
Congressman CHARLES GUBSER, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.: 

The Central Labor Council of Santa Clara County, AFL-CIO, wishes to go on 
record as supporting the inclusion of Santa Clara County in the San Luis project 
bill as a federally constructed part of the project operated in accordance with 
reclamation law. We strongly urge your support for a Federal San Luis project 
including provisions for bringing water into Santa Clara County. 

Bart A. MoorHEAp, 
Secretary, Central Labor Council of Santa Clara County, San Jose. 


Senator Kucuet. This is the first time, gentlemen, that the repre- 
sentatives of the various areas of California have been brought to- 
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gether. I think that in itself is some progress. While I occupy this 
office, I represent all the sections of my State. I have repeatedly said 
that if we get into a situation where there is sectional bitterness in 
California, the resulting political civil war will prevent the progress 
which my State and your State needs to cope with the continuing mass 
influx of population to California. 

I can understand various sections of the gery ymutting top priority 
on their own requirements. That, after all, 8 their duty. But for 
all of us to live together in reasonably decent an comradeship in a 
great State, we need to work together. And it has been rather amaz- 
ing to me that some of the elementary engineering facts have not at this 
date been agreed upon by people representing all parts of California. 

Cert tainly it must be relatively easy for professionals to determine 
how much water is available now and how much water will be avail- 
able in the future. It ought reasonably to be susceptible of decision 
to know how that water best could be allocated throughout our State. 
And it is a matter of real regret to me, as a United States Senator 
from California, to know that the professional engineers, representing 
the various areas of California, have not yet been able even to sit down 
together with representatives of the State and arrive at a common 
solution and a common understanding for the facts in the controversy. 

Now, gentlemen, to the extent that we have been able to sit down 
together, I think we have made some progress. At any rate, I assume 
that this is the first time that that has been done. 

I also want to say again, as a United States Senator from California 
and as a citizen of that State, that we are eternally grateful for what 
the Federal Government has done for us. I am sure we are. The 
Federal Government is not going to insinuate itself into the internal 
affairs of our State, with my vote anyway. It has been quite the other 
way around. Our State has asked Congress to be of assistance in 
certain specific projects. And with that united background, we have 
made progress for California here in Washington. 

I am neither an engineer nor an expert on water. I am a legislator. 
It is my hope that whoever legislates for California in the United 
States Senate can have the pride of a reasonably united people behind 
them. Because then, God knows, it is difficult enough to get a major- 
ity of the members of the Senate and the House of Representatives 
to agree. 

This hearing will be brought to a close. I will repeat that if there 
are any further written memoranda that any interested citizen desires 
to file, the record will remain open the balance of this week to receive 
them. 

Thank you very much, gentlemen. 

(Whereupon, at 11:50 a. m., the hearing was closed.) 

( By direction of the chairman, the following i is made a part of the 
record :) 


ORANGE County Farm BuREAU, 
Orange, Calif., March 26, 1956. 
Senator TnHomas H. Kucuet, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 
Dear Srr: Since my last letter in reply to which your secretary gave me a 
very courteous brushoff, I have been elected chairman of the Orange County 
Farm. Bureau Water Department, which we of the department admit is the most 
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important department of the farm bureau. Hence I speak with more authority 
than I did. 

We in Orange County Farm Bureau find ourselves at a difference with you 
regarding the United States Bureau of Reclamation and the San Luis Reservoir 
site. We believe the State of California should own and operate it so as to pass 
southern California’s needed water through, while you are alleged to have no 
patience with anyone opposing the Bureau of Reclamation which likewise in- 
cludes San Luis Reservoir in its Trinity-San Luis project. One of us is wrong. 
From the press I learn you plan to be in California soon. How would you like 
to come before our group and try to show us our error on April 27, at 4 p. m., 
Orange County Farm Bureau Hall, 1916 W. Chapman, Orange. I cannot promise 
you a large audience but they will be a commonsense bunch from a large area of 
your home county which likes you. 

Yours truly, 
DIAN GARDNER, 
Chairman, Water Problems Department 


SAN Dreco CouNTY FARM BUREAU, INC., 
San Diego, Calif., May 3, 1956. 
Senator THOMAS KUCHEL, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR SENATOR KUCHEL: We would like to urge you to consider the policy of 
the California Farm Bureau Federation with regard to the Feather River project. 
Through actions by the California Legislature,°we believe the State of Cali- 
fornia is in a position to proceed immediately with the acquisition of all sites 
necessary for the Feather River project, including the San Luis Reservoir site, 
without assistance from the Federal Government, except for the flood-control 
features of this project. 
We are of the opinion that there is no need for delay in the acquisition of these 
sites, pending action by the Congress with respect to all or any part of it. 
Your consideration of our views in this matter will be greatly appreciated. 
Sincerely, 
San Dreco County FARM BUREAU, 
JAMES C. Fuquay, President. 


BAKERSFIELD, CALir., April 25, 1956. 
Senator THOMAS KUCHEL, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 
Urge you to oppose Federal development of water in State of California and 
support State construction of Feather River project. 
CHESTER VALPREDO FARMS, 
By CHESTER VALPREDO. 


VAN Noys, Catir., May 15, 1956. 
Senator THoMaAs H. KucuHet, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 


San Fernando Valley Farm Bureau Citrus Center by resolution urges your 
support State ownership of San Luis Reservoir site. 
FRED WHITTAKER, 
Chairman, San Fernando Valley Farm Bureau. 


ANAHEIM, Cattr., May 11, 1956. 
Hon. Senator Tuomas H. KucHet, 


Washington, D. C.: 
Hope you can find your way clear to oppose H. R. 10915 inasmuch as it would 
take control of this dam and its use out of the hands of the people of the State of 
California. Hope you will do everything in your power to defeat it. 


Cuas. A. PEARSON, 
Mayor of the City of Anaheim. 
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Los ALTos, CaALir., May 9, 1956. 
Hon. THoMAS H. KUCHEL, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR Kucnec: As a native of California and one who has watched 
with alarm the failure of our water program in this State to keep pace with 
our increased population, I believe the time has come when action should be 
taken at once. 

I understand the San Luis project comes up for discussion this weekend and | 
trust you will support it. 

I believe the job is too big for the State to handle alone and should win con 
gressional approval in this session. 


Sincerely yours, 
ELVIN V. LINDECOTH. 


WATER AND POWER USERS ASSOCIATION 
OF SANTA CLARA COUNTY, 
May 8, 1956. 
Senator CLINTON ANDERSON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON : The board of directors of the Water and Power Users 
Association of Santa Clara County urge your support of Senator Kuchel’s bill, 
S. 178. Our tricounty water authority, Alameda, Santa Clara, and San Benito 
Counties, is in favor of a Federal San Luis Reservoir with a Bureau of Reclama 
tion feasibility survey for importing some of that San Luis water into the 
tricounty area. Copy to Senator Thomas Kuchel, Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

ALDEN B. CAMPEN, 
Secretary, Water and Power Users Association. 


LASSEN CouNTy FARM BUREAU, 
Susanville, Calif., May 8, 1956. 
Hon. Tuomas H. KucuHe., 
Member of the Senate, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DeaR Mr. Kucue.: The Lassen County Farm Bureau vigorously supports a 
policy favoring State acquisition of water facilities as opposed to Federal! 
acquisition. As this is also the policy of the majority of the 53 county farm bu- 
reaus in California, it is now become policy of the California Farm Bureau 
Federation. 

Therefore, at a meeting of our board of directors held on May 38, 1956, a motion 
was passed that you be urgently requested, as an elected representative of this 
area of California, to support this policy and make a vigorous effort to defeat 
in the Senate any action on the part of the Federal Government to acquire or 
build further water facilities in the State, including reservoir sites, excepting 
any flood control features of such projects. 

Specifically, at this time, we refer to the acquisition of the San Luis Reservoir 
site. We are informed that hearings will commence shortly in Washington on 
Federal appropriations to purchase this site. We call attention to the fact 
that by action of the California Legislature, at the recently ended special session, 
this reservoir site is included in Senate bill No. 1 authorizing the Feather River 
project, and it is our preference that development of the Feather River project, 
with San Luis Reservoir as a part thereof, remain with the State, except for 
flood-control features of this project, if any. 


Very truly yours, 
DorotHy NorTH, 


Secretary, Lassen County Farm Bureau. 





SAN LUIS (CALIFORNIA) IRRIGATION DEVELOPMENT 313 


San BENITO COUNTY CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Hollister, Calif., April 27, 1956. 
Hon. CHARLES S. GUBSER, 
House Building, Washington, D.C. 
Hon. THoMAS H. KucHEL, 
Senate Building, Washington, D. C. 

GENTLEMEN : The local San Benito County Chamber of Commerce wishes to 
go on record as endorsing the San Luis Reservoir bill and urging its passage. 

Our No. 1 project here is water conservation by reason of the yearly depletion 
locally of the underground water supply through pumping, this being our only 
method of an irrigation source. 

Lack of sufficient rainfall along with increased needs is causing a serious water 
shortage. Inasmuch as our existing economy requires that the supply be not 
diminished, but rather increased, importation of water is necessary—and soon. 

As importation of water from the Central Valley cannot be expected unless its 
needs are taken care of, it is of concern to us that the San Luis project of 
storing surplus waters for general use be immediately programed. 

L. S. BisHo, Secretary-Manager. 


WATER AUTHORITY SUPPORTING SAN LUIS RESERVOIR PROJECT 


Full support of the proposed San Luis Reservoir project was voted yesterday 
by the board of directors of the Tri-County Water Authority. 

The board also voted to send two representatives to Washington to testify in 
favor of the bill authored by Representative Charles 8S. Gubser, Republican, of 
Gilroy. 

Albert T. Henley, legal counsel for the newly formed authority, and Edward 
R. Hanna, San Benito County representative on the board, will leave Thursday 
morning. 

Yesterday’s action marked the first time the water authority has endorsed such 
a plan for importation of water into this area. The group has been studying 
numerous proposals since its formation last December. 

The Gubser proposal would authorize construction of a conduit over Pacheco 
-ass to carry water to Santa Clara, San Benito, and southern Alameda Counties. 

The board yesterday also adopted a proposed budget of $71,000 to finance its 
first year of operation. The amount represents about 6 cents of the authorized 
10-cent tax rate the district is empowered to collect. 


PACHECO PASS WATER DIstTRICT, 
Hollister, Calif., April 26, 1956. 
Hon. Senator THomas H. KUCHEL, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. 0. 
Hon. Congressman CHARLES 8S. GUBSER, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

GENTLEMEN: The board of directors, Pacheco Pass Water District, endorses 
and urgently requests approval of the San Luis Reservoir project. This local 
area is critically in need of water, and conservation of surplus water by means of 
the San Luis project will surely enhance the possibilities of importation of water 
to the central-coast area of which we are a part. 

All local supplies have been exhausted; therefore, importation is imperative 
with the underground water table definitely receding. 

Respectfully submitted. 

BoarD OF DrIrREcTORS, PACHECO PAss WATER DistTRrICr, 
By L. G. Barrett, Secretary. 


RESOLUTION No. 238, 1956, BeForE THE Boarp oF SUPERVISORS OF THE COUNTY OF 
MERCED, STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


In the matter of Federal aid in construction of San Luis project 


Whereas the construction of the San Luis project at the earliest possible date 
is vitally imoprtant to the entire San Joaquin Valley in order to furnish an im 
mediate supplemental water supply; and 
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Whereas Federal construction of said project would assure this at the earliest 
posible date: Now, therefore, be it 
Resolved by the Merced County Board of Supervisors assembled in regularly 
adjourned session in Merced, Calif., this 24th day of April 1956, That the 
Federal Government be urged to undertake the construction of the San Luis 
project in California at the earliest possible date, and that consideration be 
given, for possible integration of this with the State project; and be it further 
Resolved, That copies hereof be forthwith sent to Senators William F. Know- 
land and Thomas H. Kuchel and to Congressmen Clair Engle, B. F. Sisk, and 
Harlan Hagen. 
The foregoing resolution was duly adopted by the board of supervisors of the 
county of Merced on April 24, 1956, by the following vote: 
Ayes: Supervisors Glenn M. Fountain, Wm. Wade Morgan, Neill Gallaway, 
Emory O’Banion, and Harry P. Schmidt. 
Noes: None. 
Absent: None. 
Emory O’Banron, 
Chairman of the Board of Supervisors of the County of Merced, 
State of California. 
Attest: 
[SEAL] E. T. JoHNSON, 
County Clerk and Ex Officio Cljerk of the Board of Supervisors of the 
Board of Supervisors of the County of Merced, State of California, 
The foregoing instrument is a correct copy of the original on file in this office. 
Attest: April 30, 1956. 
E. T. JOHNSON, 
County Clerk and Ex Officio Clerk of the Board of Supervisors, ind and 
for the County of Merced, State of California. 
By B. SKINNER, Deputy. 


RESOLUTION AUTHORIZED BY METTLER FARM BuREAU CENTER 


Whereas economic welfare and development, both present and future, of the 
southern portion of the San Joaquin Valley and the State of California is de- 
pendent upon the immediate delivery of supplementary water to be developed, 
regulated, controlled, and operated by the State of California; and 

Whereas the Legislature of the State of California has authorized the Feather 
River project as the initial unit of the California water plan; and 

Whereas the San Luis Dam and Reservoir and aqueducts southward to the 
southern portion of Kern County and southern Ualifornia are necessary re- 
quirements of the Feather River project ; and 

Whereas any plan to integrate the proposed Federal San Luis unit would 
cause undue delay in the construction and operation of the Feather River project ; 
and 

Whereas any delay in the construction of the Feather River project will be 
detrimental to the present and future economy of our area as well as the welfare 
of the entire State of California: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolwed by the Mettler Farm Bureau Center, as follows: 

That the Mettler Farm Bureau Center, representing 200,000 culivated acres, 
do hereby respectfully urge the State of California to purchase without delay 
the lands, rights-of-way, and easements for the site of the San Luis Dam and 
Reservoir from the funds provided by the Legislature of the State of California ; 
and 

That the construction, operation, and control of the San Luis Dam and Reser- 
voir be by the State of California as a part of the Feather River project; and 

That certified copies of this resolution be prepared and delivered to Senators 
Kuchel and Knowland, Congressman Hagen, State Senator Dorsey, Assembly- 
woman Donahoe and Assemblyman Kelly; and that additional copies be de- 
livered to Allen Bottorff, chairman of the water problems department of the 
Kern County Farm Bureau for use as he may deem necessary. 

This is to certify that the above resolution was adopted by the membership 
of the Mettler Farm Bureau Center at the regular meeting held April 24, 1956, 
Mettler Station, Bakersfield, Calif. 

Dave Cerrina, Secretary. 
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Dos PaLos, Cauir., May 8, 1956. 
Hon. THomMas H. Kucnet, 
United States Senator, Washington, D. C. 


Deak SENATOR KUCHEL; At the request of Panoche Water District I enclose 
herewith certified copy of resolution recently adopted by that district and per- 
taining to the pending legislation concerning the San Luis Reservoir and San 
Luis Canal. 

Very truly yours, 
LINNEMAN, Burgess, 'TELLES & VAN ATTA, 
By L. M. LINNEMAN, Attorney at Lav. 


RESOLUTION OF BOoAarp or Directors oF PANOCHE WATER DISTRICT 


Whereas the Panoche Water District, a California water district, comprises 
approximately 41,000 acres of land located principally in the northwest portion 
if the County of Fresno, and on the west side of the San Joaquin Valley ; and 

Whereas said district has contracted with the United States of America, by and 
through the Bureau of Reclamation, for a supplemental supply of irrigation water 
pursuant to which contract said district is currently receiving approximately 
50,000 acre-feet of water per year, through the Delta-Mendota Canal: and 

Whereas said Delta-Mendota Canal intercepts said district at the lowest point 
in said district thereby rendering it necessary to pump all of the water obtained 
from said Delta-Mendota Canal, through a series of lifts to an elevation of 
approximately 180 feet above the level of said Delta-Mendota Canal, thereby 
greatly increasing the cost of said water to the farmers operating in the upper 
portion of said district ; and 

Whereas the construction and completion of the San Luis Reservoir, and the 
San Luis Canal of the Central Valley project, would result in a greatly reduced 
cost of water to the aforesaid upper portions of said Panoche Water District, 
and would likewise increase the supply of water available for farming operations 
in said district, and would further release for the needs and uses of others a 
substantial quantity of water in the Delta-Mendota Canal, which at present is 
carrying its full capacity : Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the aforesaid Panoche Water District hereby declares that the 
entire area lying on the west side of the San Joaquin Valley and susceptible to 
service from said proposed canal, particularly including the upper portions of the 
Panoche Water District (all of which would be irrigable by gravity from the pro- 
posed canal), would be greatly benefited by the construction and completion of 
the aforesaid San Luis Canal by the Department of the Interior and accordingly 
urges the immediate enactment of pending legislation authorizing such construc- 
tion, 

Dated May 3, 1956. 

I hereby certify that the foregoing resolution was duly and regularly passed 
and adopted by the board of directors of Panoche Water District at a special 
meeting thereof held on the 38d day of May 1956. 

Witness my hand this 3d day of May 1956. 

KF. E. REDFERN, 
Secretary of the Board of Directors of Panoche Water District. 


Rversmpe County FarmM BurReEAv, INC., 
Riverside, Calif., May 7, 1956. 
Hon. WILLIAM F.. KNOWLAND, 
United States Senate, Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 


Dear Senator: Understanding that there is to be a hearing on Friday relative 
to thé San Luis Reservoir and Dam project, our board of directors has requested 
by formal action, on May 1, 1956, that its position be made a matter of record 
at the hearing. 

The board took the position that “the Riverside County Farm Bureau is un- 
alterably opposed to the Federal Government’s having any part in the ownership, 
construction or operation of the San Luis Dam and Reservoir. We fully support 
the position of the California Farm Bureau Federation in this matter.” 

Very truly yours, 
Bryant A. CHANDLER, 
BPrecutive Secretary. 


78891—56——21 
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San Dieco County Water AUTHORITY, 
San Diego, Calif., May 4, 1956. 
Senator THomas H. KucHet, 
Room 384, Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear SENATOR KUCHEL: The board of directors of the San Diego County Water 
Authority joins with me in expressing to you our appreciation of your continuing 
efforts on behalf of Federal participation in the development of the water re- 
sources of this State. The position of this organization, which is the supplier of 
all imported water in San Diego County, is that Federal participation in the 
financing and construction of the Feather River project should be solicited and 
encouraged. Our board has recently adopted a statement to this effect, a certi- 
fied copy of which is enclosed for your information. 

While we believe that State operation of the project in cooperation with the 
Federal Government is desirable, we are hopeful that methods can be developed 
by which the Federal Government can aid in the construction of this project. 
Your efforts toward that end will be sincerely appreciated. 

Very truly yours, 
Frep A. HEILBRON, 
Chairman, Board of Directors, San Diego County Water Authority. 


RESOLUTION No. 390 


A RESOLUTION SETTING FORTH STATEMENT OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE SAN 
DIEGO COUNTY WATER AUTHORITY REGARDING PARTICIPITION OF THE FEDERAL GOV- 
ERNMENT IN THE CONSTRUCTION OF THE FEATHER RIVER PROJECT 


Be it, and its is hereby, resolved, by the board of directors of the San Diego 
County Water Authority, that the following statement be adopted as and for 
the policy of said San Diego County Water Authority regarding participation of 
the Federal Government in the construction of the Feather River project: 

It is the opinion of the members of the board of directors of the San Diego 
County Water Authority that Federal benefits which will result from the con- 
struction of the Feather River project warrant the participation of the Federal 
Government in financing the cost of its construction. This is particularly true 
regarding the flood control features of the Oroville Dam and the utility of the 
San Luis Reservoir when coordinated with the federally operated Central Valley 
project. 

While the members of this board recognize the desirability of retaining owner- 
ship and control of the project in the State of California, it does not appear that 
Federal participation is necessarily excluded thereby. 

We believe, therefore, that the Federal Government should not be discouraged 
from assisting in the financing and construction of the project, but that, on the 
contrary, every effort should be made to obtain such assistance to the extent of 
the Federal benefits involved, conditioned however upon California’s retention of 
ownership and control. 

[SEAL] Frep A. HEILBRON, 

Chairman of the Board of Directors, 
San Diego County Water Authority. 

Attest: M. J. SHELTON, 

Secretary of the Board of Directors, 
San Diego County Water Authority. 


I hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true and correct copy of Resolution 
No. 390, adopted by the board of directors of the San Diego County Water 
Authority at a special meeting held on the 30th day of April 1956. 

[SEAL] DorotHy D. MILLER, 

Parecutive Secretary of the Board of Directors, 
San Diego County Water Authority. 


(The attached newspaper clippings have been submitted for inclu- 
sion in the record on 8. 178, the San Luis unit.) 
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{From the Sacramento Bee, May 16, 1956] 
SENATOR ANDERSON Exposes Fattacy Asnout San Luis 


One of the claims bandied about by opponents of Federal construction of the 
San Luis project is that the State of California could build the $230 million dam 
and reservoir more quickly. 

This was stated before the joint Senate and House Interior Committee hearings 
in Washington by Assemblyman Harold J. Levering of Los Angeles County, and 
it had been heard before. 

Quick to take Levering up on the claim was United States Senator Clinton P. 
Anderson, of New Mexico, leader of the Western States reclamation bloc in 
Congress. 

Anderson wanted to know how many $230 million projects the State of Cali- 
fornia has built. 

Of course Levering had to concede the State has built no such projects, thus 
putting the assertions of swift State construction into the category of loose and 
unsubstantiated conjecture. 

The record, in fact, is the other way around. The Trinity project was author- 
ized and construction begun by the Federal Government while the State still was 
preparing reports on the Feather project. 

And San Luis might have been well on its way toward authorization and con- 
struction, too, except for the opposition of a few with selfish interests to serve. 

Southern California, which derives a part of its water supply from the Colorado 
River, will not need Feather River water until 1970 or later. 

But in the first phase of the San Luis project, that of irrigating the parched 
lands of the San Joaquin Valley west side, time is of the essence. 

The urgency for immediate action to avert a potential disaster is recognized 
fully by United States Senators William F. Knowland and Thomas H. Kuchel of 
California who forthrightly urge Federal construction of the San Luis project 
now. 

The San Joaquin Valley cannot await the more leisurely timetable of southern 
California. And those who would throw roadblocks in the way of Federal con- 
struction of San Luis are performing a disservice to an area whose prosperity and 
productivity mean much to the economy of the whole State. 


{From the Sacramento Bee, May 14, 1956] 
Los ANGELES Mayor Dogs STATE DISSERVICE 
From the San Francisco Chronicle 


Mayor Norris Poulson of Los Angeles served California ill by carrying before 
Congress last week his bitter and wrong-headed opposition to Federal construc- 
tion of San Luis Dam. 

He not only turned his back upon the opinions and desires of Governor Knight, 
Senator Kuchel, State and Federal water authorities and numerous farm organi- 
zations and communities of northern and central California, but waved aside 
the pressing needs of a vast area of the State. As Governor Knight ominously 
observed, large and fertile districts of the western San Joaquin Valley will 
return to desert unless rescued by immediate construction of San Luis Dam— 
an undertaking not now possible without Federal participation. 

Mayor Poulson frankly took his stand on a selfish and sectional line. He 
asserted—against the testimony of numerous State and Federal engineers— 
that if San Luis Dam is built and controlled by Federal authorities, the waters 
impounded behind it will go to irrigate the San Joaquin Valley instead of being 
carried farther south for the domestic use of Los Angeles. He was quoted by 
our political editor, Earl Behrens, as asserting that unless the San Luis site 
is reserved for transporting Feather River water to the south, the people of 
southern California will never vote money for the project. 

In effect, Mayor Poulson thus asserts that northern California waters must 
be exported to southern California or be allowed to waste and flood—a philoso- 
phy that must understandably shock thousands of victims of last winter’s inunda- 
tions. This is sectionalism at its worst, and we hope Mayor Poulson was not. 
speaking for a majority of southern Californians. 

Senator Kuchel’s bill for immediate Federal construction of the San Luis 
project is based on the premise that it can subsequently be taken over by the 
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State and enlarged for integration with the Feather River project. This logical 
solution of the Federal-State controversy does not satisfy Mayor Poulson, who 
insists upon a San Luis project for Los Angeles or no San Luis project at all. 

His insistence, Washington reports indicate, has already had its effect and 
because of it no San Luis bill is likely to be voted out at this session of Congress. 
Thus, for a year at least, would be delayed a project of obvious importance to 
California’s prosperity and of possible importance to northern California’s 
safety. 


{From the Sacramento Bee, May 18, 1956] 
NCHOES FROM Capito. HInt. 
By Edward H. Dickson, McClatchy newspapers Washington, D. C. staff writer 


After the recent San Luis project hearings a Washington wit-said he knew 
of a sure way to solve California’s serious water problems. 

“All you would have to do,” he said, “is to impound the crocodile tears which 
Los Angeles is shedding about the big, bad Federal Government. There would 
be enough precipitation to supply not only every section of California but a 
surplus to make the Sahara Desert bloom.” 

The moans of the southern Californians about how Federal construction of 
San Luis to serve the San Joaquin Valley west side should be set aside in favor 
of the California State government’s Feather River project were designed to 
make the strongest of men weep. 

The prepared script was something less, of course, than Shakespeare’s Hamlet 
but even so the Los Angeles cast could bave done much better with its lines. 

Mayor Norris Poulson of Les Angeles. a former California assemblyman and 
Member of Congress, had the leading role naturally and he had a sobbing story 
to tell about his people being faced with the danger of dying of thirst. 

Imaginative people in the audience could envision a sort of Death Valley 
scene in the vicinity of the Biltmore Hotel, with the thirsty mayor crawling on 
his knees and crying: “Water, water!” 

Lurking in the wings, unfortunately for his honor, was a character with a 
passion for facts—W. A. Dexheimer, Federal Commissioner of Reclamation. 

Dexheimer is a patient man but even the Biblical Job finally blew his top. 

The blue-eyed, congenial but rather reserved Commissioner long has been 
suffering from the barbs of the southern California crowd. 

A Reclamation Bureau career man who helped in the construction of Shasta 
Dam of the Central Valley project, Dexheimer has been barraged with-attacks 
about his advocacy of the upper Colorado project recently approved by Congress 
over the bitter opposition of southern California. 

Day after day such nonsense as “growing bananas on Pike’s Peak” appeared 
in the Congressional Record in ridicule of the Dexheimer findings that the 
project was feasible. 

There were other irresponsible attacks about Federal bureaucrats, with whom 
Dexheimer is proud to be identified. 

So when he got his chance Commissioner Dexheimer kept his temper and 
proceeded to carve up Mayor Poulson with the cool dispassion of a butcher 
operating a bologna slicing machine. That was appropriate because a well- 
constructed bologna such as Mayor Poulson produces needs slicing. 

Dexheimer reminded his honor that “bureaucrats” built the huge federally 
constructed Boulder Dam serving southern California, laid out the plans for 
that region’s Metropolitan Water District and presently are operating it. 

With his stiletto still undulled, Dexheimer proceeded to show Los Angeles is 
using only one-third of the capacity of its Colorado River Aqueduct and is allow- 
ing between 1 million and 2 million acre-feet of floodwater to waste into the 
ocean right in its own backyard. 

About this time politically shrewd Mayor Poulson must have been taking 
another look at the advice of some of his well wishers that he hold himself in 
readiness to run for governor of California. He must have been wondering 
whether as a candidate he might run into another Dexheimer. 

As with all tragic productions, there was high comedy too. 

When Dexheimer started defending bureaucrats Senator Clinton Anderson 
of New Mexico interposed to say the situation reminded him of an aide whe 
worked for him when he was Secretary of Agriculture. 
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Hounded daily as a “bureaucrat”, the 


Anderson assistant finally accepted 
rivate offer at 5 times what the Government was paying him. 
He joined the country club.” Anderson reminisced, “and became respectable.” 


The meticulously dressed, well-groomed City Councilman Charles Navarro 
of Los Angeles ran headlong into an Anderson barb. Anderson, incidentally, 
has no reason to Jove southern California in view of its opposition to upper 
Colorado 

When Navarro rather gaily read the resolution against San Luis adopted 
by the Los Augeles City Council, Anderson looked solenm and inquired: 

‘What does that mean?” 

When Navarro confessed he was unable to supply the details without consult- 
ing a Los Angeles attorney nearby, Anderson needled : 

‘You participated in the adoption of this resolution and you helped pass it.” 

Navarro referred the whole matter to the engineers and the attorneys. 

Assemblyman Harold K. Levering of Los Angeles County was another Ander- 
son victim. 

When the Levering position seemed to be quite different from that taken by 
California State Engineer Harvey Banks on a technical matter, Levering said: 

“T took that statement at face value.” 

Anderson shook his head and said dolefully : 

“Ah, that’s dangerous.” 


[From the Sacramento Bee, May 17, 1956] 
KnicHtT Deciares Soutn Is Assured SAN LUIS WATER 


Governor Goodwin J. Knight today declared southern California will receive 
water from the controversial San Luis Reservoir whether the State or Federal 
Government builds it. 

Knight made this statement today to clarify “misunderstandings.” He empha- 
sized the State wants the Federal Government to build the project. 

“There is a tremendous misunderstanding of the position of the State of Cali- 
fornia in the present public discussion of future plans for the Feather River 
project and the San Luis unit,” he said. 


NO SECTIONAL DEBATE 


“There appears to be a growing public impression this is a sectional, north 
versus south debate. This deiinitely is not the cuse. 

“Whether the State or Federal Government builds the San Luis Reserveir, so 
long as in design and operation it is properly integrated with the remainder of 
the FRP, the result will be the same—southern California will receive tremen- 
dous amounts of new water which otherwise would not be available to that 
section. 


POINTS TO PLANS 


“The State's plans call for development of a reservoir above the Delta-Mendota 
Canal with an ultimate capacity of 2,100,000 acre-feet. Upstream storage at 
Oroville, plus the San Luis Reservoir, will provide more than the sufficient needs 
of the San Joaquin Valley. Consequently we propose to construct a canal on 
the west side of the valley capable of meeting the needs of the San Luis service 
area acreages in the southern part of the San Joaquin Valley and ultimately 
southern California.” 

SOLE DIFFERENCE 


The Governor said opposing testimony before congressional committees last 
week shows there is a difference of opinion solely whether the State or Federal 
Government should build the project. 

“The State contends the Federal Government should finance and construct 
the initial San Luis unit and its operation under contract should be granted to 
the State prior to repayment over a period of years, title of the works to be 
vested with the State on completion of payment,” said Knight. 

Mayor Norris Poulson advocated State construction of the project at the 
Washington hearings. 

The Governor said this policy is unrealistic and would only delay the project. 
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{From the Sacramento Bee, May 15, 1956) 
KNIGHT CrItTICcCIzEs PouLsON STAND on San Luis 


Gov. Goodwin J. Knight today termed the proposals of Mayor Norris Poul- 
son of Los Angeles in connection with the San Luis project “unrealistic and 
impractical.” 

The Governor’s comment at a news conference referred to the mayor’s appear- 
ance before congressional committees in Washington. 

Opposing Federal construction of the proposed San Luis unit, Poulson advo- 
cated a plan for State control with $230 million interest-free money provided 
by the Federal Government. 

Knight, also a witness at the hearings, urged Federal construction of the 
reservoir in Merced County with its integration into the State’s Feather River 
project. 

“We were disappointed at the opposition, particularly when it was so imprac- 
tical and unrealistic,” said Knight. 


CITES REACTION 


Knight described the reaction of W. A. Dexheimer, Federal Bureau of Recla- 
mation Chief, to Poulson’s proposal as one of astonishment. Knight praised 
Dexheimer as an outstanding civil servant with no interest in the political as- 
pects of water-conservation projects. 

A reporter asked the Governor whether Poulson spoke for the voters in south- 
ern California. 

“He has not yet reached that stature,” replied Knight. 

The Governor said the mayor’s argument San Luis would provide water only 
for the west side of the San Joaquin Valley and none for southern California 
was disproven by State witnesses. 


FEELS SHOWING WAS GOOD 


Knight, who along with State Engineer Harvey O. Banks and others appeared 
as witnesses, said he felt an excellent showing was made. 

Knight also testified yesterday at hearings on the Engle bill to appropriate 
flood-control money for the Feather River project. He said there was no opposi 
tion and the committee is well aware of California’s problem. 


FAILS TO UNDERSTAND 


The Governor said he was at a loss to understand the reasoning of southern 
California opponents to his stand on the San Luis who claimed Federal con- 
struction would be slower than State. 

He pointed out California has yet to build a major water project. He said 
the State should take advantage of the long experience of the Federal Bureau 
of Reclamation in building big dams. 

Knight said the San Joaquin Valley right now is faced with a water shortage 
and there is “no crisis at all” in southern California. 

“Therefore,” he added, “the people in southern California are not as concerned 
as the people in the San Joaquin and Sacramento Valleys about water and flood 
control.” 

NO DIRECTOR CHOSEN 


Knight said he has not made up his mind on the selection of a director for the 
new State department of water resources. He declined to comment on reports 
State engineer Banks is receiving wide support for the position. 


May 4, 1956. 

DEAR SENATOR KUCHEL: Please be referred to my letter under date of April 
27, 1956. Since 1935 California has become a mere territorial vassal of the Fed- 
eral bureaucracy pleading to get back on a 70-cent basis some of her contribution 
to the overgrown Federal pot. The important thing now is to make a start 
toward regaining at least a portion of State sovereignty. 

Under purely State financing and construction the Westlands Water District 
will get water several years sooner than by Federal development. 


A. L, TROWBRIDGE. 
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{From the Fresno Bee, May 2, 1956] 


Kucuer Voices IMPATIENCE WITH WATER QUARRELS 


SACRAMENTO.— United States Senator Thomas H. Kuchel asserted at a press con- 
ference in the capitol in Sacramento that factional quarrels over water problems 
in California are regrettable and entirely unnecessary. 

Kuchel is in Sacramento for conferences with his campaign workers on his 
candidacy for reelection in the June 5 primary. 


URGES FULL COOPERATION 


The Senator declared the State should offer maximum cooperation with the 
Federal Government in solving its water problems and he called attention to the 
fact every major water development project in California has been built by the 
Federal Government. 

Kuchel said he is aware of the fact there is considerable opposition in the 
State to Federal construction of the San Luis Dam as a unit of the Trinity 
project. 

“That is a position I disagree with completely,” he said. “The record bears out 
that assistance the Federal Government has given California has been vital to the 
growth of the State.” 


HEARINGS ARE CALLED 


Kuchel reported important hearings will be conducted May 10 and 11 in Wash- 
ington on Trinity-San Luis legislation. 

He said all aspects of the problem will be thrown open for discussion at the 
hearings and he indicated the new San Luis legislation introduced this week by 
Congressman B. F. Sisk, Democrat of the 12th, Fresno, district also may be 
discussed. ; 

Sisk’s revamped measure calls for integration of the San Luis unit with both the 
Central Valleys project and the State Feather River project. 


BAKERSFIELD, CALIF., April 27, 1956. 
United States Senator Tuomas H. Kucwer, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

DeAR SENATOR KucHeL: One notes by a recent news release from the Fresno 
publicity headquarters of the Westlands Water District that you and Congress- 
man Sisk will lead the congressional committee inquiry on the proposed con- 
struction of the so-called San Luis unit of the CVP, planned by the USBR to pro- 
vide an irrigation supply to the San Joaquin Valley west side lands north of 
Tulare Lake. 

Speaking as one who had charge of the engineering studies of the San Joaquin 
Basin in the preparation of the State water plan reported to the 1931 session of 
the California Legislature and as a lifelong “black” Republican now serving on 
Jack Green’s steering committee for your campaign in Kern County, I wish to 
convey to you a few thoughts in regard to this proposed San Luis unit of the 
CVP which is being so vigorously pushed by landowners of the Westland Water 
District for Federal construction. 

Between the landowners of the Westlands district and those with west side 
property south of Tulare Lake there is controversy over the initial step to be 
taken in the development of the California water plan. The former contend that 
their water needs can most promptly be met by a federally constructed San Luis 
unit to utilize a water supply now available in the delta, and adequate for their 
lands only. The latter contend that in a shorter time period under State finan- 
cing and construction of the Feather River project a supply can be made avail- 
able which will be adequate not only for the needs of the Westlands district, 
but also for all areas of distress lying further south. 

Based upon past experience with federally financed construction of projects of 
this magnitude it is easy to demonstrate the weakness of the westlanders position 
as to the time element but far overshadowing the merits of any controversy over 
the adequacy of supply or required time of production is one which bears directly 
upon the future status of California as a member of the constitutional union 
of sovereign State republics. 
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Initiated in its growth by the fuzzy thinking of the legislatures of three- 
fourths of the States in adopting the 16th amendment the Federal Government 
has grown into a Frankenstein monster which each year devours a greater portion 
of the substance of the States for its own subsistence. 

The process was accelerated in 1933 when the Socialist planners (who are still 
sticking in our various bureaus) took over and began to change our form of 
government. Since 1957 a Supreme Court packed with politically minded 
Socialist thinkers have emasculated our Constitution by tortured interpretations 
of its language till it is now possible for the Federal Government to override 
rights originally reserved to themsleves by the individual States. 

In 1935 California made the egregious error of beginning to cede to “Honest 
Harold” and the Federal Government her State sovereignty in the matter of 
developing her water resources. This process has gone on ever since at an 
accelerated rate until a major portion of State water resources is now com- 
pletely under Federal control. Twenty years of indulgence in the insidious drug 
of so-called interest-free money apparently has rendered many of our people, our 
State officials, and legislative representatives at both the State and National 
levels unable to make any show of self-reliance, integrity, or independence in the 
matter of water resources development. 

This argument centered around the use of the San Luis Reservoir site points 
up sharply the parting of the ways with which California is confronted, and 
affords an excellent opportunity for her to begin the process of extricating 
herself from the toils of Federal controls in which she is now entangled. 

At this point there is a clean-cut separation between the physical works of the 
CVP as now constructed and operating and those which will make up the Feather 
River project as the first unit of the California water plan. 

Designed strictly to rescue lands already under irrigation development along 
the eastern side of the upper San Joaquin Valley the Central Valley project 
consisted of certain selected units of the State water plan submitted to the 1931 
session of the State legislature. It was not then, and is not now, a “reclamation” 
project. 

As a timid supplicant for pubile funds, California was in no position to argue 
about the form of legislation authorizing the CVI’ and since the Congress knew 
no better its construction was authorized wnder so-called reclamation law with 
all its provisions, however, incongruous when applied to the Central Valley of 
California. 

Be that as it may, the CVP as originally planned is new complete and is 
affording service to east side lands of the upper San Joaquin Valley. It is said 
that these east side lands will need more water. If so, it can be delivered to 
them by means of the existing excess capacities of the Tracy pumping plant and 
the Delta-Mendota Canal. This will confine the CVP to the east side of the 
San Joaquin Valley. 

By completely excluding any Federal participation in the development and 
utilization of the San Luis Reservoir site California can make a clean break in 
her present condition of subservience to Federal control. By proceeding with the 
Feather River project under her own financing and control she can make a start 
on the long road back to a recapture of her sovereignty as a member Republic of 
our constitutional Union. As you well know, this involves many fields other than 
that of the development of water resources. 

The alternative is to continue down the road to a condition of slavery main- 
tained by the subvention of a portion of our own contributions to an overgrown 
Federal bureaucracy. 

Much Po:lyanish appeasement propaganda material has been put forth con 
cerning the advantages of State and Federal integration in the development 
and use of the San Luis unit. One cannot but be suspicious of the motive 
behind these statemnets as they have no merit whatever from the standpoint 
of benefit to the Westland district or any other part of California. 

Appareutly dictated by authority higher than that of the State engineer 
consideration of this proposal of integration is treated at some length in the 
folio of Views and Recommendations of State of California on the USBR pro- 
posal, March 1956, without any advantage being shown over complete State con- 
struction and control. 

Furthermore, bearing directly upon the consideration of the time of com- 
pletion, it is stated in paragraph 3 on page 32 of these comments, that under 
analvsis No. 4 (complete State construction) water deliveries on the west side 
ean begin in 1961 instead of 1965 as proposed by the USBR, a saving of 4 years 
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in time. Also, on page 36, last paragraph, it is stated that under analysis No. 4 
(State construction alone) the total cost of the Feather River project is some- 
what less than under any one of the three plans of integration. 

The position of the Westlanders in this discussion, is quite untenable, but 
one need not worry about their economic survival even if they had to dry farm 
for a few years. 

One’s real concern in this situation must be with the consideration that over- 
shadows all others—that of the reestablishment of California’s sovereignty and 
control of the development of her water resources 

Very truly yours, 
A. L. TROWBRIDGE. 
x 
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